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PART M—Sectfon 3—Sub-section (ii) 

HTTrf W^TT % ( TSjTT ^ &\? ) jJRT f^PT W 3ffT^?T aftr 

Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 
(Ot h er (h a n J lie Minis try o f Dct'e/ie*) 


TJF IHIMU 

T? 4 feWC 200S 
2597,—^=E TTCTO. URMh* ^ftm ( 

*ff 4<5 <em 1) arfM^PR, 1971 U97i 40} 

STRT 3 £Rt TT^tT VlTVrl-UT ^iT "Sr^fPr M infe^'i 

^ (1 ) dfrtltald afTf^mt Wtm ^ TRT^TsRT 

FH ^ TT^T, -d*Kl ^ y^n^TT^f. T^Tgjn 

’ 3 n T^T ^vtdt "t "^t -i Wifisi n -rtiSVi^i ^ 

(2) 3 Ri4^rn+ VRr=rff it iwfMtT 

^ wrt 7 j -tffm afl ^ ifm arftrfm sm **r^ 
aftrin to =*h *iiikm\ ^ wi w 4 r 

"T^ ilHCT 

hiRhai 

^rfVrqn^ ^i wt Mi ^fr 3*b 

e^nt^R Mt T^RhT ttNi 

■ot ^lPuIs*pe. Tfwm ^ ^ r ^c 
l^T *-£!, MMl^ ft - 1 J 3 f«ra h'iimi r fa Vii n s nib 

^\ y ^ui4 (^nii) f^T frrf^ n qfHR 

TOT Bp *fec 

[rn ^ R-ll-7/2008-7Rir-I ( JWlii-O-^ WR-TfUnp, [||] 

TTZ. ^STHSMPX 


MINISTRY OFIIOME APTAIRS 

New Delhi, the 4th September, 2003 

S-0.2597.—In eKercisc oflhe powers confeiTed by 
Seetion $ of the Public J J rcmrscs (Eviction of Ljn-authori sed 
(kciipants) Act, 1971 (40 of 1971 \ the Cenhal Government 
hereby appoints the officer mentioned in column (I) nfthc 
table bc)ow t being a gazelrcd officer of the Govemmyni. to 
be Estaie Oftlcer for Xhe purposes of ihe said Ati, who 
sha! I exercise rhe powers conferred and pcrfonifi [he duties 
imposed cm the Eslalc Officer by or under the said Act 
within the local limits of the jurisdiction in respect of the 
public premiss specified in column (2) of the table 
aforesaid, namely j— 

table 

[ Jesignat i on o f the Offl ter Category u f pn b I ic prewi ises 

and local limits orjodsdictkiu 

('"> ” (3) 

Addilmnal Deputy Premises belonging to the 

Inspector General of Cerilral Reserve Police l-'orce 

E>ol ice, G r oup Centre, ai V i 1 lage K ada ipur. I 'chsi I 

Central Reserve Police Solute DistrictGurgaon in 
E : oi'ce, G urgaon (PI ary ana] the State o f 1 lary ana. 

[P. No. A*11-7/200-3-Adm-1 (GGN]-MI LA-PI irE| 
H. K AM SU AN TI IAMG Under Sccy. 


33^9 GJ/200# 


(S341) 
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FFTfftiE, HR) rWI Weld 

(<Kif4^> aftrufrwtJtfifMPr) 

M %#, 5 ft!W, 2008 

W.3IT, 2599 — tU<*-,K Urfvil’T 33 si^J' 1 ' dfe-tl, 

1973 ((974 34 FT. 2) <f?t MTT1 24 ^ 3^ mTTT (9) 

gin TKrl TTfePH RT WH (Rft 1R f-IHfHfidrl a^iF^FTT-iTT 
RHR U I "4Rld-4i M R«^l feW 1 jfi : TT3 FM-TY (31, -JT. 
«ijTr) sra fltUFMH TTJfj 7F 3TCijt 3 TtF^T ^ 33? 

3j-^qu | i*J7T IJUT "TO, TTRrff ^ -ifrr f%fa 'SRT 

Tififtpr ’JTTTSTiT -d'iF<T 34TPFI -414 HR "R ?3 RTUfYl F 3^pl 
a| tfi 3T«R iTR M FT4TFR 3)3™ 3V fd^ 

fg^TT arfsRPRT ^ ^ f=PfR? ’STHt t:. 

f3ymt 

I. FT7 ^IRI TlMt, 

2 tfRT <?& RTF 'fe, 

J. -J-WUI "iW. ^rHM„ 

4. ^FR <sT~fr Hdsff I 

[FT. 22S-20--'2nCifi- TTi'fi-11 1 
^ THU'S), ?RR Ftf^ef 

MINISTRY OK E’ERSON'NFL PUBLIC GRIEVANCES 

and pensions 

(l>c|i:i rt m( n n if Per so n nel a n d T i a i ni n g> 

New Delhi, the 5th September. 2008 
S.O. 2598.—In exercise oflhe powers conferred by 
sub-section (Si of Section 24 ol the Code- ol (.'imiinal 
Procedure, 197?{ActNo. 2 uf 1974).theCentra! <; 1 u v,':i i men L 
hereby apposnis following Advocates as Special Public 
Prosecutors fox conducting prosecution of cases instituted 
by the Delhi Special Pol ic listabl ishinent (GUI j in me Stale 
oif'Rajustluui at Jaipur as entrusted to them by the CejiirrJ 
Bureau of fnve.il i tin Sion in the trial couni and appeals 
revisions o? other mutter arising uul of the it coses un 
IX visional or appellate court established by lav., 

S She i 

1. hnha Davol Sharma, 

2. A nan g Pai Singh Chauhnn. 

?. Bionvari LtilTakhar, 

4. fired Akhtar AI i Narjt i, 

[No. 2^5--’2(>20(10-AVIHI} 
CHANDRA PSIAKASH. Cntiei Secy. 

-■Ti fjRFT. HI ^FTtP^. ZOfJS 
t^TI.-STT, 25 99. ■ ■ ^TTi 7r TP>C7 FT #X ■'-1 TYRt 7 , 

1973 f 1974 R! •^>tf ?7 iR"R 2) “34 MTTT 24 *v T9 VlC ', S ) 

ipm vi^irYi ^tt -cettr trY gn frc#^tp 
7£\ FTTtf/^ 7ITC Tf 'PTR R -41eId'-II -R VtM 

pot I'R. ^Tf:) ^ Tffwr A#i 3p ; rini wjn 

jjPH 3^ Hfftf nr T^rTPn' rF SjrlvoMH 'ftl. TRH1 37 1 H-Yrm 


[Pah-: M- Sk ,i(ii)l 

iRTel RI4M4T R" T1 Hi95Tl 33 
JtHldb^'U^uiT affair '^i fwft nu TfTRen nsm t {^m. 
effa? 33fnnfiRr nt a RTcli t;— 

31^# 

L ^=T 133R1, 

2. Rnkfcis RTYn i 

!33. 225'2^20f)7-1^-111 
7^ M, 3PJT Trfn^ 
New Delhi, tii-: ii3th September. 20t)8 
S.O. 2599.—Irt eseieisc of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (6) ot Section 24 o! the Code of Cntiiitial 
Procedure, 1973 (Act No. 2 el ' 9741. the Central Government 
hereby appoints folIci'-■► tug AiK-ocate as Special Public 
Prosecutors for ceniducunii prosecutioit of cases instituted 
by (heDelhi Special Pohci.- J stnhlishrpcnt (C. 131 m tithe Suite 
of Jharkhand at Dliunhiid as entrusted m them by the 
Central Bureau of Ins-jvtination m the trial courts, and 
appealsAevisinni or .-niter mntter arising nut of these 
eases in revisional or npnc-ikite court eilablLshed by law. 

S/SJiri 

!, Kundan Kumar tiin'ia. 

1 Satneer Singh t I’.tiudli try. 

[No. 275 28 2007-AV1NUI 
k.V.;\ if A Pit A KAS1U inder Secy. 

ri^.. ■■= irRi, zi.'tis 
^r,3Tt 2600. ■ -3YT3 R7FR 

1973 ( 1974 RT ^rT-At tt. y i ’im 24 333^ W ( S) 

SR TPTrT yIr*H-Jf Rt r;-!'' 1 R7 -gt: Wn -3 TYptjt RXI ^ 

srftRTfsH arftohifr wf Y'--' wt irtfftR fe# fwf 
"^Ssra t <p. yj/vT ) iHY wi 

arf’RTYn, snftcY. ^^d.t’rt; si^^t -hr rtwt ^ ?R 
fSfTffl tOTT R FR 'll' 1 ' 1 " 7 --73. TlF 1 * MR r=T»JySI : T| 

■fiTTfaTT 31 i'P^d 9 7T3Rr «R 3 T- toltr 

farh Rf’T'TftY? 7 3 r: U d ^RtT t I 

| q'22? 't(1 20hK-TRf3l-« 1 
3? T j'FTl?T, it^ 1 ! MRra 
New Dei hi. '.lie Rib September. 20(18 
S.O. 2600,— I r. e \eici:-e n:'the powers conferred by 
sub-secticut (81 ui Scuih-n 24 of the Code a I t limlnol 
Procedure. 1973 i.Va a.- 2 of . the Central 

Government here tv. ;.! : "'i! ;| i :r 1:--- N ! .i r 1 MutcsSi Kutnor Maroria 
Pnj sec tn i n 3 C 3 IH e e :■ 1' I 1 r. e <.' c: ran I Iknenu of I :w c si 1 _e jl i 1 )n 
ns Special Public Pr-. ■ -.-.'S'mn:' lor eondueiingcasev iniutuicd 
by the Delhi Special IV hcc JNnblisInnetii 'CHlj in Inals 
courts and appeals a 1 :-.iou.' or 01 her matters arii.ne out 
of these eases in re\ i -1 .jii.i I <ptpc! lute t ourti.estahhdied 
by law in any State or Cniun 1 eriiton t<> which pm visions 
of tilt aforesaid Sctu-'r apply. 

jNo. 22.v.?0-2W8-AVD4l| 
k 1 1 A SDR A PRAKASH . Under Sec; • 








['THTII—3(ii)l 


*TTTcT ^1 TT^nm : tTF^T 20,2G08/*fl3 29 H 1930 
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12 RlcraT F 2003 

^5T + 3TT. 260U—WW Rt1<vGKi RuVi 
WPFTT 3lf*#FR h 1946 (I94fi <*T ^fiTFT’fl. 25) ^ m\ 
6 ^ J 9tSH trm 5 ^f-tmi (i) sro ^ Tifenfi ^r 
TOf fasiT 7F*? C^fcrcu ^ 

atrfV^RTR l/#*^-8Q-20/2006-^ (*) 14064 frRE 
23-12-2006 ?R1 'SRI ftTO TF*T US H lit ^ iRR Trf^C 

^rf^FT ) h ^ ’Em tflfipt 

fe^HiM, faTTC ^ f^5 ^ fel+W1 ^ ^ f^?Tt 

^fi^(ftf^Rm) F ^ 1976 (1976 ^T 

■srftTfm 49) ^dwff ^ aurfrT?^fm anrmf ^ ar^r 

^ feU (^ptA ‘^fri'H win'll ^ 3?k 

atftwfw^ ^ wr tl 

[^: 228/16/2007-T^-N] 
^3C 

New Delhi, the 12th September, 2O0S 

SLO, 2601+—[n werciK ofthepcrt\'er&ctwnferredby 
sub-section < ]) ofSection 5 read with Section 6 ofthe Delhi 
Special Police Establishment Act, ] 946 (Act No. 25 of 3946), 
the Central Government with the consent of the State 
Government of Bihar Home (Police) Department vide 
Notification 1/Cai-80-20/2006-H(P) 14064 dated 23-12-2006 
hereby extends the powers and jurisdiction of the members 
of the Delhi Special Police Establishment to the whole of 
the State of Bihar to exercise powers and jurisdiction for 
investigation of the offence punishable under the provision 
of Foreign Contribution (Regulation) Act, 1976 (Central 
Act 49 of 1976) in respect of complaint dated 38-01 -2006 
lodged by Under Secretary FCRA, New Delhi against 
Tauheed Education Trusty Kishaneanj H Bihar. 

[NO, 22JV16^007-AVEM]] 
CIIARNDRA PRAKASH, Under Secy. 


ftfir 1RT7D 

(ftrrfru Tt^TF fun hi) 

^ 8 fHdHt, 2008 

3fiTATT. 2602—-3flf*JfWT, 1955 

{1955 *FT 23) ^ 19 ^ tsfe (tT) STO TJqrT ¥lHw4f ^ 

5rapr irq, w&k., *rriffr*r ^ iwl ?i 

#1 ^ ^rr tafar ^#r ^ ^ 

W, %q SWI SP 3TO?ff TPS, jft *TRrffa 

i*i(l P-wm* ^ 
it 

[■tFL TL 8/1/2003-^-]] 


MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
{Department of FI na ncial Services) 

New Delhi, the 8th September, 2008 

S.0.2602,— In exercise of The powers conferred by 
clause (d) ofSection 19 of the State Bank of India Act, 1955 
(23 ofl955), the Central Government, in consultation with 
the Reserve Bankoflntfa hereby rominaies Dr.Rajiv Kumar 
as part-time non-official director on the Central Board of 
Directors of State Bank of India for a period of three years 
from the date of notification or until further orders, 
whichever is earlier. 

[F.No. 8/iaOOS'BO-l] 
G.b SINGH, Dv.Srcy. 

8 fadHC 2008 

W.3R. 2603.— (W^J T& 

3^>1) 1970/1980 ^ ^5 9 dt TW*5 [ I} TWT 

(2) ^ Tn*T 5f**iA ^fr 3i#i 

WTT^) afqfwt r 1970/1980 tfra 9 ^WTTtl 3 ^ 

C^r) w*T(, 

HTT(fN frifd ^ WTTt ^ ^7^in, Uti^ui, ^ ^ 

aiifevr, qrT "qp W'f-i 111, 07-10-2010 rl^> 

srapi ^ %q 3i8ra anqi ^ "fq ’’77 ^ 

(i* amaiT api^ am^m ti^r, ^ nft rt ^ Ira? ofi 
Tpis^r h arftwRf Ph^i* ^ ^rri ^ i 

9/13/2007-^30-11 
wf.^t, Tif^sf 

New Delhi, the Eth September. 20D8 

S,Oh 2603— I n exerci sc of the powers con ferred by 
ciaii^e (0 of sub-scction (3) of Section 9 of the Banking 
Coiupan ies (Acquisition &. Transfer of Underiak ings) Act, 
197(1/1980 read with $ob-dause( t)&(2)o I'clause 9 ofthe 

Nationalised Banks (Management & Miscellaneous 
Pi a visions) Scheme,. 1970/19S0, the Central Government h 
after consutiation w-iih ihc Reserve Bank of India, hereby 
re-nominates Shri JagdishChand Shandil. MMG Scale 111 
1JCG Bank. asOfTicer Employee Director on the Board of 
Directors of UC0 Bank for a period up u> 07-10-2010 or 
uni I he ceases to be an officer of ihe UCO Bank or until 
further orders, whichever is the earlicsi. 

IF. No 9/I3/20O7-RO-11 
C. [L SINGH, Dy. Secy- 

9 ftRT^T r nm 

^TT h 3TT. 2694.■ TT^fa^vfl ■3^ (T]c^ y^T|uf ) 

1970/1980 ^ T5FT 9 ^ ^ (I) TOl (2) ^ 

RI*T Rfer ? Wft ('dysht/f 3T^ TT5 -5Tcm) 

irftri^TR, 1970/1980 W\ VRT 9 1 sfr W*% {^) 
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n-ii-. uA^lMTh. L)l' INDIA 


: 20. 2W0U - f IJIS A DR A :<■ 


■gnr urfi tt-thfn s t n ’j^^i Mi-Ni A' ,T r-i 

ferrf m -M iT^-7 - 4 : -ivyr.^ ttht^tti ^ tsrc ~ 

■git *35Frl []. ITv’Rl ^Pr" w. ^ frf'tj ^ »*: -JTf 

-iT^rffJ T£ f^'- 1 '-■ iV-ftT! a-1 -J1 'H i 1 ? 'K 

^ ^ -ra VW y ?, “ OTTTi TPST. jfl -fr -:fi'H r. A'HNI 
^ cE Tfr-'r.- 4 irf^PTITT *.j^;i. r T ■■;> it 

-1 3TTPT "fl 

ri^TT, 0.1 : ; 2 i)iii " : ";t 1 ■: - ■ j 

■ 77 . ■i;. ; iq:' t ■i-^3 

N=jv. J>i:!hi. ilv l| tb Sev^mIjot. 

S.O, IWU, — O'---.-:.* , ■■■: V 1 '-^ 

by fhiuso- (!) oL'M : V v - ,: i - , ::ini’i t V) -il'S^oon L .' .A r bv ■).■■.' I'-'isJ, 
C 01Tip □ [1L-? ' i:’. \_'-L';=.l !£: [ i: >i: 4 ^ T OS f Cl" ^ fl ■ 7l (N‘ ll H Li' il^' '■ \ 1 ' I. 
1 470-’ I 9&0 rfii mOi sub-cbLLuo ( 1 ) £ C- ■ oi '._ bioso ^ ;, -Mho 
Naiimialised ilrjiiks f-Vluna^ment & Mi^GLoeons 
Proviskins) !^hEf?, :he Cy.wry \ 

after coii^koi^o i ihi 1 J 1 tr Etesurve L.tyniT. or !ndi >. i-i'ivb; 

oomn^KCi Skin ^ j Tib'ii Shc^>, MMCj S^jiv >' V:\y. ■ 1 ■?i: :_ i ! :. 
as Officer r.mpk-y^ Direeior -vothe fJoo'.ri oi'!.Ni.-wor^t.-i' 
Vji&yo ft fink for li nerimj of'hres year* lir-rs :h-: if -.s 1 ' 
n at i Eio a1 1 a n o~ * i mill l-: ceost’ o to b e an o rik u m f i m l- V 1 ■:! ;■ 
Bank or uni;! ibrilie: - Ovc'Xa. '■ < -bii;huwr i => : .ri» cm; b.--: 

{!■ Nn.V ^ i i»i | 

G. ^.S!b v: ! i. :j-.. :^ o. 

i: ^: r U: J-l^s 

ItCl -^ fef?=! v ^ '-■■ ■ !'^v 

^rr lo ■ mf: .■■■ t-T'i ^ 

^7^7, ^TKCTT7 v>t: 'Rqr^TVr ^ T^T' 

-cFrit n -qffr k ! -tt -t ^?T'- ■'!; -A 

(tt- ^ £ . i ; -yc.^ =V^i- -r-’Ui -.-: qr. T 

^IFT #t, "-r^' ¥R' 4 J % rfi'TR '- ' "n' 

ws (^:r. ^i T rri s^Tri ^TTrri’jT i^'ivV: ::-^T 

1 RTW ^ TTI-nT ^ C^l Tl^rf^r --T^r X! 7 ^ ? " -in $ M-: 


^T-n ^ ^ T IZ 1 *' W i= i T r T 


\v'A i^ryyb^j S^piO:nh::. S 

>.0. 'I 1 V 1 ? ■ 1-.. cyci'l'!^ of'i!-v;;.-- 

SL'OlAnt 'jjt.'l ■;■]■:.■ F wvji !-TStiL'JCl ACk, ; V- ! l J | : ii- " i ■ 

the CrfjvL-imTiciu o!' fndj-a on iht re^omn^t^bii.i- - , 
Rcttfvi; [iiink ol'i^-.ri.i, hereby oc^Ilizo tnu- r!v ■ rr ^ 
of m:h- lj 3 u 12 :l.- (1 i y-.W y.^-c \ 0 ? of o 11 . ■ "■ v . 

lb oj';F ie ■.tit 1 Oh jt ^!;. 1 n no? apply Ikn'V ("■; ■■■■'.■' 

Pti b r^lrit^fh Tls Lriki'vj op iiret'ior^hiL) c) r .'- 
MpiFv^, C’iu r rn:dii Vlariii^i^ fjir^ci^rof Mv ■?,■■=< . 
PpgrJ ortbi; o/ : .'-oo^b Join: Vr!oi L :i^ >i_-= :--l--. 


t. Dilip^ny or u\c 
MlLjIli demerit ]od. 


W r W T 2&C6. 


bi'r: :■_■!■ (.lobji' 


■ !■ No :o: vnis-i^'i-i 


, P.S!NG1E. l>, Sj 


-7?qf ■ TT-T^J rj-i L^v;pJ! ->NO 


TBKt* PJ7<> 


j : ^ 


■Trv; 


(^icrprr ■ 


r 'Tpy 9 TFT T^"TT': ■ ' 
■>i4:-i ^TrT ST7.. ^■' 0:' : .'' 


r-j ir- rjr: | o/r! 

0-y ; ^ : 7TP - VT - 
T"v;T 'si" -H. £ ".| >"'T 


. ^ '-pr ■ = 

TfjJ^rrn t=»^r: : : ■ 

Pl'A TT #T ^Tf .>ttt ■. 
Ff ^ir, ^ ■ 


"iv T 1 T 7 T-Tl 


■ ■>: wy-tt >.-' >K 

- ^ : cTF ''- 1 ” i" rj: ' 

r T '■! -f i J M kT-i L -';' T^T. "Ty 


rr-n vj -r 7 ; -i" ■ j n| 

New i> L -:iv . J .; ■: : .. Sep'.i':nivr. I■-X)r: 

SA>- 2 . F i i .. ■ ■ ■ s i [ ■ ■jo j n : 'I'h '-i i ■* -On u l : l\. -i b \' 

elaunAiAofUie Sob o- :. ■ ■ = o''Si:oLioii ! > nL' the Ikr.kir^ 
C(jmpClll!« ( ?\ HI - 1 : :■.:■■■ JlLlllNl^r (if L-i!dL , i , [:|bilill'i} 

Aut, I 970 rend vvihl - S-.i- a a : ■>.■ i ?u.i) uiVl.ninO l Gil Uk- 
Nalionoh/ed E-J rn ■. ]■_.- ■>■..■- : ;io^; :hkI VSiSL-i'lh-'ii-jinK 

Provisions; Stliosne. 1 ■/ ‘ :: , b i-1 L': t: l j 1 (o.o^j um^ii! ii-.- ^. ^} - 
oppointsSbri N.S!":!:I- m 1 ;-..\:i :! : \'%si'i^iHi. l-i'ion J^:=i>k. u!" 
Iniiiik \E.S. Mii’l'., Iv:'.-M.i' G':' 1 . Mnmh:j! on \\ uronion. 
£i:np]oyL'u r.>i]vfio: - .ir \ m n: i ^ ..:=■.■ iJ'i^luT^ol l nn'n IJiink 
oi"I :idtd. Ho ^ i! 1 Sk i!o i ■■: 1 ■. - :■ ■ ■ .;v: i>o:'IiitVL’ > t :\rs (\ ^in i Ik- 
iliUC! ofNoUllCab^l^-'.i b! i' i."'"«_ :■ :ii il^3>. -iv IuuIk-^-^i h o ii'.KT 

! i ; No.-" -i iK; 

' f ■ 'iMJl-.RSOOi) t-OLk-r Sola 


W.OT. 2^07.- 


H W70 'I 




!^) -5K "-ri■■■-: =h!" jrr 




^1 ^kl 9 ^T1 


Tny, ;>TT-r>-:^. ! m-=(> 

-r;: syV-y ^ 


T^t F*7. _l o".-F : ' w 


^F7Tn ~ 

^1, n| TTr-^fi 717 —' 
■cfiHTflfl T ''-"T 


rqnnj -f;i 


-.' ll^rH 11 V.'^T 

J I ^7- A.TTr.rrrTFTi ^ 


ferfer ri #t - : rf[ :-.: N^- ■.=■ \--^ -yiKpsy r^rrrii '--r^i ■-">■=. 


T TF7 T T FI, W, n -R : +.|0 ■!■■ 


: n r . ri. I J. r-. yijrr- , : ;i : Vk | 


-. 1-1 -V J.:-;. ;hJJ Ji 














[nm l]—3(ii)] 


20 h 2008^ 29. 1930 
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New Delhi, the 15th Septesnber p 2O0S 

S-O. 2607.— In exercise of the powers conferred by 
clausc(c) of the Sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer cf Undertakings) 
Act, 1970 read with Sub-ciau$* (2)(a) of Clause 9 of the 
Nationalizd Banks (Management and Miscellaneous 
Provisions) Scheme, 3 970* the Central Government hereby 
appoints Shri Devender Cass Rjustagj, Special Assistant 
Canara Bank, Recovery Section, Circle Office Nehru Place, 
New Delhi as Workmen Employee Director on the Board of 
Directors ofCanara Bank. He will hold office for a period 
of three years from the date of Notification or until further 
orders, whichever i$ earlier. 

[F.NO.15/6QC07-IR] 
RAJINDERSOOD* Under Secy. 


faeofJKj 3#tT TlftWT ^TITOT 

[ air"ribr u fh^ F 

() ftunr ] 

fe™, 2<H)S 

tmw lF ^r ^ 

^ ** pl^H 1976 ^ Pl'IH 10 ^ 

(4) 3FJTOFT ^ WFMT sfa ^TT ^ 

^ Ul^feRh faftsTW. TfTWt W4 TlWftaft 
{■m^} f^rpi ^ ttwh)' 

r?i p T c i SO yfuififl sTRT wn tti 


f^m i h ^ ^ t:- 

1, £U*j4<\ 

Z 3 TFJ^ '-RT 4 H 

i 

4. TTWFlf -^TrjT 

5, M*T WTH( 

G. 7TWH( 3(1^) 

7. ^TTTf f^fewr -^T 


[ti t 1101 a[ 2 }/2^003-*tT,f^. (um.)] 

MINISTRY OF HEALTH AND FAMILY WELFARE 
[Department of Ayurved + Yoga Sc Naturopathy, Unani* 
Sidtia Homeopathy (AY USH)| 

New Delhi, the4th September, 20DS 

S.O. 260S.—in pursuance of sub-rule (4) of [he 
Rule I Oof the Official Language h, Use for official purpose 


of the Union " Rjule T 1976 the Central Govt, hereby notifies 
the following offices under the administrative control of 
Department of AYUSH Ministry of Health & Family 
Welfare whereof 80% staff have acquired the working 
knowledge of Hindi 

1. Central Ayurved Research Institute Lucknow 

2. Central Ayurved Research Institute 
Bhubncswar 

3. Regional Research Institute (Ayurved) 

Ihanei 

4. Regional Research Institute (Ayurved) 

Banglore 

5. Regional Research Institute (Ayurved) 

Jammu 

6. Regional Research Institute (Ayurved) 

Vijaywada 

7. Regional Research Institute ofUnani Medicine 
Patna 

[No. E. 1 l0l8(2>a'2003-[ .S M.(O r L)| 

_ SHIVBASANTJt, Secy. 

*rhr ufiaiGH, MfHgn afar 

{+i^4i ufr^TT^T aflr rnrcrrl ftiui j i) 

^ 29 OTTEL ZOOK 

W.Sff. 2609 t -^ TT5T^ (>ift ^ 

y^Mni £ f^r? yrjnT) f^n=r, 197 * to 

( 4 ) t wrt fero ^ wrafe 

^ ferfl 30^ ^ jrfW AbMiirRqT ^ INf ^ ^Ff- 

TfltT^7 ^TR Ura ^iT f^FTT l' 

[TT.t 1101 l/2/2007-lf^'l 

■H<l-Jl 'h, HH, ^fric^ 

MINISTRY OF SltlPPING ROAD TRANSPORT AND 
HIGHWAYS 

(Department or Rood Transport & I lighways) 

New Delhi, the 29th Augusl, 2003 

S.O. 2609.—fn pursuance orsub-rule (4) of Rule LO 
of ihe OEtlcial Languages (Use Tor Official purposes of 
Union) Rules, 1976, Che Central Government hereby ncjiifics 
the Indian Road Congress, Jamnagar House. Sliahjhan 
Road, New Delhi under (he Administrative Control of ihe 
Depart men I of Road Transport & Highways, SU% staff 
whereof have acquired the working knowledge of 1 lindi. 

[No.E. 1101 l : '2 y 2007-Hindil 
SAROJ KUMAR DASH, Jl Secy 
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dwWl TTNJ 3jtT fefTTW TRTTR 

f Rthii > 

'nniin aZJTt 

4 2006 

mtJRI. 2610,- WTTT ttt^ 5F T=mrf 1987 eE i™ 7 cE^ulWT (1 ) ^T&s (T^) *F al^fRUT U *tTCcfa *tjfl 

7^510 arfefqftri i fm arjgrft ■% M M (wt) u %ft w/fM M i - 

sETT wtfftltT URtTTCf UH^U^') TTTsFl #IR ^T WIT 3^ fafa W’H 

Tl ^ 3i|lT ?W'4r fPT'4 

(T) (2) ~ {3J _U)_ 

l an^T 2549:1994 Til? sfctj W'-PI WF 2 3FTFT 2003 31 i7T<T 2fl(lK 

Ct&t) ^pfl^TTr-tT^ ?if!far 
(u??f ’jrrtenn) 


?r Tr^tpn ^ ufmt w&; ufrt *t?ft. 9 tf? w upf, 110002, ■wyfHyr : 

M fetft, <hid<Mcir, F«F TTTTsTT ■'TTFlrTTI: -iT^RFFTlT, if'ltfU, *TTW r ^T 4 ?^f. ^l-il, t^TF-fK, 

’ZTWg, (EFFJT. TFPfT. FZ 4 T, FVT Ruf- 4 H-til]{H U frart ? 7 J TF^T f I 

j TPT4 ;T^iT£rst4:^l-2 [ 

H, (WtTTtft) T% sfftfT. ^r*T;E W W ^3 ( ^41 i \) 

MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND PUBLIC WS'lKIliUTlOiN 

(Depart™cut of C<m turner Affairs) 

BI IKEA!, : OF INDIAN STANDARDS 

New Ddhi. ihe-UK September, 2008 

S.O. 2610. — [n pursuance nt"clause(b) of.suh-ruirf L) ufRult: 7 uftlu; LSilp^u a-!' Elil 1 ici 11 Standards Rulei* E^ft7, the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Smndards, particular* of which are l: 1 v. ^i l in the Schedule hereto 
annexed have been established on the date indicaied against each: 

schedule: 


SI. No. 

No ft Yttir of the 

Indian Standard(s) 

No. ft year of 
amendment 

I'^ie liorii which the 
amundiuenr ^halt haw 

elTcrt 

0) 


(3) 

[41 

L 

3S2^ L b 1 WCxie for 

Airendmcnt No. '2 

'] Aih.-.iiM 2008 


cJ^ssillcution t> 1' pr^eeiised 

August 2008 



ferrous scrap ^£"■ rst revision) 




Copy ot'thii Standard ii available for ^.alewilli the Bureau of Indian Standards. Vlonak Hhnvan. ( J Bahadur Shah 
Zafiir Marg, N ew De Hi i - ] 10002 arid R egion a L Qfti r. ec ■ New Delhi, Kol carta Chan d igarh, t' h e mi a; * Vi lm nha i and a I so I Ira nc h 
OBicefi: Ahincdabad, Bungaly[e s lihupal. Bhubitnushwuf. Cohnbaiore. Guwahati. HjJfi-i'Md, Juipur. Kintpur. \iigpur. 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvanonlhapuram. 


I'Kef Ml l>d l-?| 

S?K^ MKS.)SNUM EJlIAl'I.A. S-.. i-vinis:. S ft J lend (Mel t'n^u.f 
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2008 


w, aar. 2611,—Miwlflfaro 1987 i $ ^#nw(i) (is) ^ 4 »Trofei 

W&w SIpRjJirT TO1 ^ fe> 4 15$ *1$ •inm C^f) $ f*h«u <wi/1V**l 1$ "f i 




^mlfeft trofta "9^ #@ht ^ aflcffhfe 

^«t "¥591 afa fefy 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

l 

3t]ft(Tt 2830 i 1992 RTOR s^rn 4 

^ frvj, tserui T^Hit i' k, facie, sfe 

9T5rit^3 TOIT 3, 3Pfffl2008 

21 $prai h 2nos 


fH ^lln-iT TJfr^F 'tOdta *inm «i*l ’Iivfl'H T Tl t l 5 $‘ “jtl, »i«n, 9, «isiy7TT!T ai'fn ffef, f^srfr-110002, 

tf=fa M 4iVld>Kll, «l««VlS f TT*tl TOST : w*iWS, 4*wV, $Wlcl, ^fePRgj, 

jRIJT, mn^, nri^j "93*11, ^1 3*flT Iti^'fl't-ni ;js*i $ l*w!l anew $ I 

itizA :T?R3tet4/Z>-94l 
si (#qfir> 1 % unzsir, ^iPh+ ‘hr’ h$ ggg (t?r^) 
New Delhi, the 4 th September, 2008 

S,0. 2611.— In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (l)ofRule7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 19 B7, 
the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule 
hereto annexed have been established on the date indicated against each : 

SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

No, & Year of the Indian Standards (s) 
amendment (s) 

Ho, & Year of the amendment 

Pate from which 
the amendment 
shall have effect 

(1) 

(2) 

oj 

(4) 

i 

IS 2B30 : 1992 Carbon steel cast billet ingots, 

Amendment No. 3 ± August 200 ft 

2) August^ 200H 


billets, blooms and slabs for rerolling into steel for 
general structural purposes 
(second revision) 

Copy orihis Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Et bavin, 9 r Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices : New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also 
Branch Offices.: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, 
Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram- 

fRef: MTD4H -541 

DR (MRS )SNEH BHATLA, Scientist F' & Head (Met En«g.) 
^"^#9, fW*R, 2008 

WT. atr, 2612.—'RHtlfeitPRi (9H) ^ fWT 1987 7 "StTfesR (1) (®) $ $ stTOifa 

■HPtw 33$ tjjt^raf sriVi^ri % "far fan ^tWrfl^i "RFrcff Rf "*ft$ 4 £ $ wffei t$ £ :- 




"STR 

wfilfOT 'tf®5n ^ 

Ri RTTRtU RHflfi £P1 ^ffnshfHtl RTTcflR 

TIP-STBW HPNif, ^ TT, WRT 

1 

Tsjito Hrfe 

0) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1 

3tTt^ 8777 ; 2008/311^1?^ 3410:1989 

^TC^rfatT HUqcf'il^-TFtfl Rt-qrv, JiffT 

w feffeff ^“r (wtr ^rIspt) 


JTO, 2008 



fi'-.ii- !! ■■ Si-: JfLitl 
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2 ; 57??;2h'!K ^irn ^ 

1 3T|T!rH 15S.V. (*nr 1 > :21 ill S. f j-Tl i 55 .’4 ■ :27Ci! 

F?iHir *'r rpjr -J ^ ■rrFffiwF i 

H&h-r* H W H ari'-FTEH ^ .^F^TTI -V r .-VI 

ttThTi w:< wrn >& trsft 

4 i iu ■! ^"ii 1 ^ ? j : 2 l)0^y ^TTT^VT iT^ D.".’ 4 2 : 

:oon ^Ffr "rn "j^r % 't-Hi?-; *7- 

2 tmi iArW-i 7 jT fan i-ptim tfFTP ilTf'i * 7 .'H -5 

tirgf? 


(4; 


! 




i.n-^ 


iPT ^Trrffq Ri-r^rf 73 tf sifN? 'Hird"r^ r ^m >R. ttttt - . 9 ^ ttft-. '-'i:; 

^ ^r*7V.l i. '■TrrfrrT^. rlffl !H>4 T , *HWI, W^'. 

4>HJ{L T^u, T^'. Tpr R4T +i I- 1 '!-.! H ^ I 


Aew 1 i.-ih: i. the £ >i h s^ptcinber 2HOft 

S, O r 2 f> 1 1 .— [ i i pu rsLi ;m t e o f c ln<j sc (b j u; ■= ■.! ^ ■-! '.i le (I) of Kn fe V o f t he I lu it lu; t ■! 
I he Bureau of indian Standards hereto noli Tv.:-. :'i -.-ll the Indian Standard*. p.v.wc 
the Schedule heie lo annexed have hetn c>Luhhdv..d on i:v indicated anninsi. uach ; 

■ cnmuLE 


■02- 


i^TJT, 3 IN 'i±\ ^J|^. 


■'■i.-r 't 1 Tfvz' TrrTu i i 

■1! " i StlM'idJi; ds Rul-.'i. ! yti/ 
, 3 s i : i" ’a !i it h wc o.: c n in 


SI. No & Vl:ui' uL';he liuJian SiuiLuurd^ No & Year of Indian Stuml.i: a ■. i ■!/. l>au:ol' 

Vo. Superseded by the \eu 1 11 e;i:: = ■ S i-■.l:i!■-.I bsiuhliKhnu.'ni 


(1J G) _ (5_ __ 

1 IK8777lZOOS SSO3410:10^ Asijiaiinirii ^inendmeniN^. 1. 2*m 'miK 

inscluR'-n.'- I.rJljss ’■ Lir;jhlc- spcc.5 V-Ivl;>' . =:. j 

Groove Section-. (>r Correspond inc l J i;li'.-;.:: 

(f:rst revision) 

2 l S 1 5 7 7 7 : 2(K>£ Sc led i mi u f H ack iii« T (>o i n fo!' ■-■ :::: - r H ^ 

Melal CuHin^i- Becommendationii 

3 IS 15SjA(l J ai1 O mt ISO 35534-i :2iMJi) — -Vi*'U 

l-rgonomie L>L.-si±:n ior Lhc SelfcLy of MiivhiiLei'y 

[^n ! P rincLpIitDoterm im hjj ille Dinv.it'ii \ ■■ 

Rcqiiircd for l^r Wholc-bot-y Ao.'^s mio 

Machined 

4 IS I 2 ): 2DQS 'ISO 15534-2 :20fj(? — a uuu-.i . IO(!H 

LY^ftnornii; Do?iu^i for ihi; Safety of Machines ■ 

Ba rt 2 I h ri iic i p los tin r Do icm \ i ni n a. I ho U) i n l - ! i ^ n ?i i * 

Required for Alices 0|_'tiiinaLS 

C opv i i f lJil^c Sliin dar-^J t K av;i i! a b 1c Rj r ■?: i lv= a i i ■ i 1 he Bu re au c?i' I n di an S la i;d. i 1 l : -. ■«.: i: F \ h Jt s v an, ^. I hi h .1 ■ ii i r 
Shah /afar Ware, New Delhi-110002 and Rt^iunal OR: 'New Delhi, Kolkata, Cl uiidi^-..!!.. OiK-:iTiai. Mun :h.ii and a Ru 
Branch Ofllcc^ Ahmedabad, Bun«a!nre. BJiopak Bhalvineshwar. Cnsmhaiore, GowmIi.H'. i 1 ydc'iii™. .hnpur. Kanpur, 
N : a^pur H Patna. Pune., f hiniviinLinlhapuraim 
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M fevft, 9 ftW, 2008 

■g?T. 3TT. 2613,—MHSfa '•THT ^ ft*T4 1987 7 ^ <*^44 < ! ) £ TO <W) 4 WjRt'JI Wfa ‘HRWt 

^Tf liflyui ^TOI "t fat "pTO HUfll4 HHUt 3 ^TTft*R ’f^rai ^RT/fe^ 71^ f ;- 

_.. 

^FT J TT?ltfV7[ ViUfl*J HH* ^[T ^4 -Sfft *T©Tr sfa fcrfV ^f?Tftp ^TTJ Tt^r 

TT^TT ^ IMV 

(I) (2) U) (4) - 

L 3H^F 30»"('4Tn-1 2) : 1992 TJpFTaWff 4 WTO 2008 

fen ^^g- faHf i fe w\ i gs*TOff ?nf— 1 fen 
*1F1 2 gtPRSlf *TS ++HJ5 (’TfTtf ) 

1 OT^IJB 4003 (*1PT]) : 1978 2 WTO 2008 

ftfttfe TO I HWW 4441*1 (9Ty?U ^TThFT) 

TR TOHta TOntf ^ TfWMf nfircf *mrfa to^t sgtr, to^t tro, 9 ^ftjt w to. fe^l-11 d<h> 2. 
ijlsf1-4 'RMftWf ; *Vh>MI, ^u£|i|d. ^=Tt g«f Wt 7TT75T 'Surfdtf : aisWWK, wfa, *jtw, ^H*H, 

ipifld, "fotTO, TO^T, , 93T J ijpt Tim frn«T-i-tfT^H ^ ftreft enci^ |f | 

[Tfctf : *3frS i nsft-3.5 I 
g ^lfn* ns ngsr t'fNfrs’t) 

New Delhi, the 9th September, 2008 

S.O. 2613.— [n pursuance of danse (b)of sub-rule (I) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987. 
the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in 
the Schedule hereto annexed have been amended on the date indicted against each :— 

SCHEDULE 


$). Nq. & Year of the! nd ian Standards Establ ished 

No. of Amendments & Date 
Established 

Date of No. 

Cl) 0 


(4) 

1 IS 3099 (Part ] and 2); 1992 Microscopes—Slip* 
and Si ides—Specification Part 1 Microscope Slips 
Part 2 Microscope Slides (First Revision) 

2 IS 4003 (Part 1): 1978 Specification for Pipe 
Wrenches Part 1 General Purpose (First Revision) 

4 

2 

August 2008 

August 2008 

Copy of these Amendments of Standards is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Dbavan, 9 
Bahadur Shah 2afar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices; New Delhi, Kolkala, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai 
and also Branch Offices ; Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore. Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur. 
Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 


[Ref; PGDfcUJ 
S. BH ATTACH ARYA, Sc. *E' & Head (PCD) 


IV’i'fl, LI TVm«K, 2008 

^t, «r. 2614.—' n w th tos ^ (toto) 1988 ^‘3'rfwr (5) $ ff ihkiA«f hm* spr 

stftnjftra "5TOT $ Pp fan wiftM ^ flrarq th If "4 +4 $a £ i— 




*H <HI$+Tu 
T rew +TSUT 

Wl*d 

CtlS+ftBLItl W 
■ J 1TR ^ TfrU 

Xfktil4 HH4i 

^fT ?H4m 

VI TTT vm 

spjiqpi 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(6) 

(6) (7) 

(8) (9) 

L 

7836492 

9-6-2008 

’ftVTTT 4>£H TfS 4^1 TS 

Tf®1f 36, RS Vte 

sm, fligw kwb ( fm 

^KI5< 

RT^ifiRt f*FTH W 

3TO5T) 

14543 

2004 


3339G1W-2 
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[IVarO- Sic3iiit| 

17) <H) {H) 

m 

a) 

U) (4) 

<5) 


■ffi-WB 

5-7-2008 ^ ^ 

'4*4 ; i. -.j 

im 



ftrl+d ^ 423 Tr.-qj ^OThIST, iltyfffli f¥l^T ^ 




#n*ir^ r 'ngTe f^Ri 

SHciwr) 




^T, T^TTTT^ 



3. 

TMSOTCI 

50 -fr- 2008 ’SF^H 1t=PT^T ^2T 31. % . 

"^rFf '. : :^ 

2(WW 



’TH Ji r JOJOj2, 

fiTOrT 




70^377 ITtrfr . friTTT -cpr. 

£F£TTS*f) 




^TCT^ 



4. 

734 5 W 

7 -7--JJ)0rt -sST?^ 

dr^jT^I f 4 <T ■ : - 

2(jn-l 



TTJ ti. 224, ^ 

'a i fd °K pRT^T *4^1 




'Rear -^>431*: i 





■^nr^ 



5. 

78554% 

'■■ 7- ■ 2008 TpoiTiit " 

-*TK flfaiMijJtf, 

19*. 



S5 P ^n v *■: 





^1*Tf _ <7T . . 

y.T? f^fFfT-t 




4J5M0 fen FTerm, l '7v:i^ 




7855395 

i,8 -fy -2008 ^rT^T iji^FT TT^ TH? ^:-;v, 

^-uin { T inr^n 

20ite 



^firz ^'. T fi- n ! : h 

Ti l-.h- Ki r t- ^R 5 ! ^ 




■« "in , HTST-r,. v., 

TiRTf^r ) 




tr^srr'Tfnrr, T^ftt diWTor 





4J4J L3 ■■'^1^ 



1 

7355294 

4-7-2008 W\ TTF^T5i, 

U"(i JVifq U J v-Jl r.-1 ( '-A ^ i ' 

20fU 



TT. ^ 3/1, 4.'l:"l.‘<jn^. 

VP-f^RT H r HrT aTrl ^ 




WF^! fii (<fhi?) ^r:nr 





_ V*-?.\ TJ3T-41 ] i)-i 4 





HtK : ^ 



8 : 

7355W 3 

7-7-2008 cfrJiTFi ^O^-v , 

t?:[^frl ■> 

ij' I93S 



(Li.’c|^'r4l[ „■, V. 

ffNTRT 




143, 3t3, rii<~+i Frmf i. 

■^?F5; dlFT-] dnli^lRdi 




tcftt ^-4 1 o;ot' . "r- 1 ; 

^l"idl TTffT 3^T7 I I OfJ tfi. 







9. 

7855702 

1 ■ ■ 7 2008 'farfTt^ ^TfFi frr^t’ir , 

tlT^lf’lTn V: ^ 

^:; IWii 



( fil'd"!-if- ■ . : -.. FI. 





3-B.. T"h, rTT^TTFr 

’im-2 AlJ+lUcTi 




fiiin i yr|-41(j.v>C= 1 FIS1VT57 

■•OT^ 3,3 rn; m 





!J 15 if, "TT^TTf? ~ttn&. -| ;■■ ■■■ Z'H):! 

]0J 4. W^: "nFfTn'i *T%71 ^ : 


10 . 7855303 


?- v -2(l(W 
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(1) 

(2) 

0) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) (7) 

(81 (9) 

in 

7835692 

IQ-7-200B 

^rcfalT t^£ f^n+i 

4^1 JUn f 

14543 

2004 




16/4, rtMl+l 4VPK, 

yitfd+ Iiitot ^ 






■f^T^, 413517, 

3flcTlW) 



12 . 

7857504 

[5-7-2008 

filWlt ill ^*4 'W^ Stfa 

lil+tw ^raJtz w 

784 

2001 




TCTT. 219, Sptip Tfe, 

(fafe.'! 






H? ’fos 51017(1 0113*11 







ifSH+M, fa?ff «r"'trft 4 16405, 






^KT<< 




13. 

7857706 

21-7-2008 

sjt tjl-ftiiur '4fi+I 

wf aft fastu^, 

1417 

1999 




34 j sn^fe 

■3H3 u I/TV 1 1 - syiftt! 1 






W ^ 2 PI ^ T tf£\ r pI’HGl 







ftfTTT ■yit 4] 1044, 




14. 

7857807 

21-7-2008 

dlWd 

wf-afti w ■fxT^rrgq, 

1417 

1999 




1794, Trrat 





{^im) fad I «W( 415409, r^l+H 


fR W*T5f/]3 :ll] 

tf. ^ Unfo, TJ (g&I) 


New Delhi, ihe ] !th Septembcr 200S 

S.O. 2614.— In pursuance of sub'fegulmbn 5 of regulation 4 of the Bureau oflndian Standards (Ccrlificalion) 
Regulations, ] 988 n of ihe Bureau oflnd ian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of bcences particulars of which are given in 
the following schedule : 

SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

Licence 

No. 

Grant 

Dale 

Name and Address of the 
Party 

Title of die Standard 

IS No. 

Pan Section Year 

1. 

7836492 

9^2008 

Tvidhara Foods & Beverages 
Gal No. 36. At Mohadal Post 
Asia Taluks Chakur, District 
l-atur 

Packaged drinking water 
(Other than packaged 
natural mineral water) 

14543 

2004 

2. 

7847093 

3-7-2008 

Saikri&hna Agro Food 
Industries 

Milkat No,423 A^'P Chandan- 
wadi, Boribhadak Taluka 
Daund, District Pune 

Packaged drinking water 
(Other rhan packaged 
natural mineral water) 

M543 

2004 

3. 

7855092 

304-2008 

Friends Mineral Water Pvt 
Ltd. 

Gat No, 1030/2 At 1 Pn$t 
PerncTaluka Have it 

District Pune 412216 

Packaged drinking water 
(Other than packaged 
natural mineral water) 

14543 

2004 

4 r 

7S45493 

7-7-2008 

Deo Industries 

Gut No. 224 At Janapurj 
Taluka Loha District Nanded 
431611 

Packaged drinking water 
(Other than packaged 
natural mineral waler) 

1454] 

2004 
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(]) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

CJ) !6! 

(7) '(8) (fl) 

5. 7&5 54% 

7-7'200S 

Sarupchend Krishnaji Oswal 
SS^uruwar Peth n Opp. 
Manoru. Chawadi Chouk 
ECarad 4 35130, District Saiara 

Gold and Gold allays, 34J 7 

jewdleryvanefacts-Finene^ 
and marking 

1999 

6. 7855395 

18-6-2008 

Chaitanya Foods &. Agro 
industries 

Plot No. P-131 Opp. L&T 
Company, Nimbafk Koad. 
MfDC, District Ahmednagar 
414111 

Packaged drinki ng water 14 S43 
fOther than packaged 
natural mineral water) 

2W 

7. 78552*4 

J--2O08 

Aiharva Agra Industries 

H- N q. j ■=' J, 4 V 1 1 DjTC^si agar 
Ambcgaon (Bk) Katraj- 
Muifibai Highway District 
Pune 4 M 04 S 

Packaged drink lng wate r ■ 4> 13 

fOther than packaged 
natural mineral water). 

mi 

8. “855601 

7-7-2008 

F i nolex Ca bIt Li d. (F 1 VPC Cross linked pn lyethy lene 7098 

Division) Gaf No. 343 Ursc, insulated PVC sheathed 
TaEukaMaval, District Pune c^blesTari 1 for working. 

410500 voltage upto and including 

) 100 V 

01 1988 

9. 7855702 

7-7-2008 

Finolex Cable Ud. (H VPC 
Division) Gat No. 343 Lrse, 
Taluk a Maval Di 5 stria Pune 
4 i 0506 

Crosslinked polyethylene 70-^S 
insulated PVC sheathed 
cables i Part 2 for work ing 
voltage froin3.3 Kvupto 
and including 33 Kv 

02 1985 

Id 7855803 

7-7-200 Ji 

AUil Enterprises 

5.No. 3014 MarkalTaluka 
Khed. DisLriaPune4l2E05 

Precast concrete pipes 458 
(with and without 
reinforcement) 

2003 

11. 7835692 


Sanm iira Food & Dri nki 
[6/4. Malkapur Telukn L'dgir 
District LaiuiMl3517 

Pac kaged drinking water i 4 543 

(Other than packaged 
natural mineral water] 

2UM 

12, 785750* 

\5-%2m 

^btvgnnga Presire ssed 

Pipes Pvt Ltd. 

Crux No. 2)9 Miraj 

Band harp ur Rood. At Post 
Hamit Taluka kava(be. 

Mahan Jail 

District Sangali 4 \ 640: 

Precast concrete pipes 7k-1 

(including fittings] 

2001 

S3 7857706 

23-7-2C08 

M/s Shree Sonigara Jewdlers 
Shop No. 34, Kuliinnoi 1 
Arcade NearNigdi Bus Slop. 
N'iadi. Di stria Pune 4 i 1 CM 4 

Gold and Gold allays. Ml" 

Jewell ery/fl rtefic ts- Fine nes s 
and marking 

I9W 

14. 7857807 

2 J -7-200A 

Ramesli Kumar Pukhryj 
Porwal 

1794. Gandhi Cliouk [slanijmr 
(Walwa) IJistricr Sanu It 

Gold and Gold alloys, i4 1? 

j ewe 11 ery/arte fac-iS' Fi ne 
and marking 

!<W 

" -- 


415409, Maharashtra 

P.K, GAM Hi i IK. l)v. 

|N(>.C\'1I) : I3 : 1 M 
Dii-LTiorCicncriil fS-hirk.ii 
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Uftnmn, 2008 


WT. W. 261S,—’TOfa T^TTW ■sgff (y^l«H) 1988 ^ PTO*T 4 ^ S'lfaTO (5) ^ STfTOJl Wtt 

TTTTT 1 1*? fa* ^ faWT ## W TO? £ 3 F?t^r ^ f^r ^ f :- 


^pn# 2008 ■& t'Jlfn 


1TC 



4tVI4 3)1 "TO CW 

fir^'-H wl^d 

WIT 

:5 f^ 


3Tlf *RT 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

l 

7854090 

arttm 19 rV 

ail44$*1 4R4R)*lt1 Wfe 

1-7-2008 



WRT ^ i =m t 

3ffl^ 14220 : 1994 




wf*rT &f4 T^, *1^*1 <U 4gH<NI4 



3 

7834797 


?r*n , R*f ft* ’jrgsflf ^ 

3-7-20OR 



312,’5?ran tfirat, TTFTC r<4fr8i! ^ 

3 

I 

1 




TFT#, *ft -3ft tfs, WH4WI4 






3TTfT^ 1417 : 1997 


3 

7354BO l 

Ri^d ^CTtH, 

TfSTT Rrg3|f ^ 

3--7-“3003 



8, ‘RHO -FT7 ^-HTR^, 3RW* % ^5, 

5sm tjst 




TRR7RE 1 7R ^ 1^, Util'll 

*JS*1*R 





Mlf-T^R 1417 : 1997 


4 

7853597 

^T^TT, 

TjTE MIHWM fl&IT 

7-7-2IM 



■^TT? R37 G, R7T 4,+j-'. h *i<=iSciH 

ftwm, 




sta* ^ Tfa Tfaftrn, 

srtfi^ 5346 : 1994 


5 

7856094 

*^1, 

anhidtf 

8-7-2008 



36/39, ’SiRtii ^aft^qci ^ ^ 

3^tjr 14220 : 1994 




?E$ 73^1 ^ TO, ^flVT, iH(R4MK 


6 

7836195 

Tfe TR 


8-7-2008 



14/15, Hefcff T^ffe, 3RT 'iWlid # 

^^8034 ; 2002 




K, -^1551 ifa $ *ra, araw. 





&ISH4HK 



7 

7856401 

FW UT1^, 


10-7-2008 



^SUSTfaT 744, 7513 ft 3ffTftl“Tfl“lJ5eTra ( 1659 : 2004 







£ 

7856805 



11-7-2008 



38/39, 4) fa* I i*^, oft - ^ 

3^T5fT 8034 : 2002 




Hf ^jfT ^ TO, ifay ^yi, 4f8'441414 


9 

7856906 

TRR^ ?ra1^ ^5^4 "5IT 1^t a 

TWI WJf f*T!T ^3fr ^ 

11-7-2008 



124, $!3?rf, 5F 

W*fnnF ftlrRTTff ^*6tFi 1^ L 



T$?T 1417 ; 1997 
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2 j 4 5 

785709* ^=3Tf?T ifwfV^T ’h: f-T. r ^.N |4 7-2(K>K 

T^q^r^-L^i7- ;y TT 7 - ^ 

T£lfa<JH ^ TfT^TT. Tfn^ Wl^-NI f 7T 3TT? TJST 398 f -i} : .■.-■4 

]], 76157201 TinTJWT, 

■’■r'il^ 272, T T t ^ -m4, '^TT^TT 

in^riH, m'^n^ 


14 J -:.0(JH 


T - '!'vv; :: ? :i..ii:.i!-; 

' ■-■■/. 

t. 7^ 

N-.-a i\-.;». die 12Lit September, 200S 

S.O. 2615, — In ,3urhnance oJ'sub-rcsiutiiiipn 5 oNv ; nTo-i u\i 4 of [he Bureau nfhidian w u:,:,!i\E (Eltimil ^kiii) (t^uui- 
Sioris, E9S&, oflbe Liuri/uu of Endian Standard.?. \pirjo\ noiillcs the grant n- 1 " licences p: x:.,I; : i^ ^jT h hii;:i are ^iven in 
[he following schedule : 

SGIttmiR 

Granted Licence fur die Month of July* 2008 

SI L icence Nam e a f i h e firm an d ad dress IS N u m bee- & Ehu d j l ! \ ?at e t > f G ran l 

Xo, hJa. 




14 ■ 2u(iH 

TJX K)59 r Zi'in ■ 



I 

i. 7H54090 

2-'- 7854797 

3. 7354^01 

4. 7H55597 

5. 7H56094 

6 . 7856195 


Ojneeii I" LucLric^ls 

19-ft. Sii<irda Fslate NR iNkei-'. i i-i, Ar.ii Sya:di, 

Rond, liiipisDajjar. Ahmedai-su- 

Pec Cub^H .tenets 

112. Neon Arcade. Op pitman ftuildmt^ 

C G Road. Ahsucdabud 

Kin^c; K^vd len. 

8. Gpp [MkijjLI Sa^aT Stmielv. l":b.m Bank Rmd. 
Opp Rajlwimji] PL’Irol Rump. M.:!i sl-. =:-d 

Mmi Food Crttxtr. 

Flu' St:, 6, M aEiaguj r ai E\.xllu, EFIf R h u\ oMdm 
Hold. Village Moraiyn, E3Et Aii.^ccahad 

Indian Rumps. 

am Ambilca Industrial Les:^ \R. G.D. High 
School, Sui.ipur Bo^hu. Ahmendsid 

Ruvi Pump Industries. 

14'IS, Suzytidin T $: aK L . \R T'i.--! Gvcio^n. NR 

C hamumG Ei ridge. Asarc-a. Ahsied.ioad 

Sura* lUi^dLuS E^ndii-t EM E.id 

Plot No. 7-H. Neu GlLX.' EI l: n JI... ■=. Vi-lsi.d 


Opened I SubmercNe I - 

Pump sets 
IS 14220: IW 

Gold and Gold AM-.i>>. a ^lT-ltv A - 7 - Z-TH hm 

Ail c n=ui[ s-T’ i n Giiess : ■ n. i \ l a? V; i ri 
ES L4JT: [999 

Gold narid Gold A! kiy - !.-^ L -li,-iy ^-"-^iOS 

Arrcfacts-E'inene.-- t;:\i 
E51417:1999 

Synthcl ic Food Co. -.=i. r- i '■ ,■: -i.i i .n i l^: i 7 - 7 - ?(id S 
a.Lid Mixtures 
IS5J46: 1994 

Open ivd). S-7-2(KJ« 

Sntunerc ib L* E 3 u :si p ■. -: 

ES M220: 199-1 

fsobineie it? I c F u m:i l . 3- - ■ K Itl^ 

LS8034: 20(12 

in--2'i'18 


VSifjJfll 


Rlock Boards 
ES I(ii9 :20(M 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

8 

7M680S 

Indian Pumps 

38/39, Ambika Tnduslrial Estale, NR. G.D. High 
School, Saijpur Bftghsi Ahmcdabod 

Submercible Pumpsets 

IS 8034:2002 

11-7-2008 

9. 

7*56906 

Rajkfimal Lakiiiehand Jewellers Pvt Ltd 

124. Ghod Dod Road, Ashwa, Surat 

Gold and Gold Alloys, Jewellery/ 
Artefacts-Fineness and Marking 

IS 1417 ; 1999 

!1-7-2008 

IQ, 

7857096 

Jyoli Power AluminiumcGn^cwrs for overhead 

Transmission Pvt Lid, Plot No. A*9/!7/L9 n Steel transmission purposes:Part 4 

Town Opp Nova Petrol ium, Village Moraiya. Ta Aluminium alloy sianded ctinduc- 
S&nad, Abmedabad tor? (aluminium magnesi unn silicon 

type) 

JS 398 [Part 4): 1994 

14-7-2008 

11. 

7857201 

Modem Gramoudyog 

Block No. 272 Village Zak Taluka Dehgam 

Dist Gandhinagar 

Block Boards 

IS 1659:2004 

14-7-2008 

12, 

7857302 

Modem Gramoudyog 

Block No. 272 Village Zak Taluka Dehgam 

Dist Gandhinagar 

Plywood For general purposes 

IS 303 : 1989 

14-7-2008 

13 

7858203 

Patel Kenwood Pvt Ltd 

Plot No. too to 103 Timber Market G1DC 
Blwueh 

Wood Product s^Frelnmift&ted 
Particle Boards 

IS 12823 : 1990 

22*7-20OH 


]KoCMI >/!3 : 111 
P.K. GAMBHIR. Dy Director Genera! (Marks) 


32 W<U>2008 

Tr. 3flT. 2616.—wiV-t HM'b (M 4 ii g i F i) fq^q^ 198S ^ f^TR.4 ^ ^figH (5) ^ 'HRtflq Hiicb 

afrfVqfw a^ni ■§■ "fe feftVT fM" ^ Wl^ci 1^ ^ ^ :— 





frll^+l 

EJfl L 

{tl^'Wtllfl ’^TT T TT T T H ’Rfll 

*HTrffa m-fty 



W5Qt 





i 

2 

3 

4 

s 

6 

l 

7851084 

17-6-2009 



311^4250:1980 




^ 7p TUtTT H *yihi 

(Sefl94.iT> 





7W1 'jfFf ^ TPl-J, HH4IU.F TT*f 






*!Tg T K T T) 3^ +1^^ 






400 078 



2 

7S5L4BS 

17-6-2009 

fFTH qiKMiUn 


amt?n 1554: 




TJ/8 -fe, TTT#4T51, 

1100 

HTT 1: 1988 




«|H, T8HT4 401 208 

c1^ ctf <H 4*1-0 








3 

7846394 

20-5-2009 


: HFT 5 f^FT 

3U^?T ]fl322:HTn 5: 




^-1 l4,t 15, 1 7 &Z, F^ T. 

mm, 

315HPT 3 : 1987 




197, ^rqt-feRM Tte, 

T Tcft T? ^ fm, 





: ^KT ^ SHcft 




396 230 
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1 

2 

■? 

4 

5 6 

■4 

7846091 

26-5-20D9 

Z\i~£*i i^sfRlW { ) 

1000^. WTJ* 1500 W. STTftS 13‘03: 1 7T»T2: 




Tjfa Iff Tf/J 32 3TFT. 

-shtf 3 srTsrj ^'ik-4 ^ i : i 993 




h\^\ Ppi^k trzr ^r=sr 

fcTTJ -3TFR qWitf 




■HT^T 400 072 


s 

7S501S3 

J5-6-2009 

Hh&HM UTfe 

ctryH.-srT Sh' 5^ 57SQ:20Qfi 




226/212,^ dl+tll-M 

ftn? faSJcl dH+BH -STRTR^T 




TH, TTSI n'. 2 , ^TTTTSF W, (l) 

* i " - 




TO? 400 606 


6 

7851387 

17-6-2009 

l*H£l ehlWtflfH 

1100 ^?i TTTcTRT 6 l )4 : ) L ^40 




TLfB Wfi $'*1^4 el FTC7, 1 fu 1 ^415b r 

^Ifiiicil (rii^ M\ tPiHi 




erFTI, ara$-ij!S FFTTF3 4-01 208 

fq^Ti ^T*ft ^71 

7 

784*293 

26-5-2009 

H 1-51 -^t+h' 

rrlfrH4tf : HPT 5 fa#I 3#^ 10322^ 5: 




1 L4 ? ! 15 , £TTp-T WZZ.. ^ 

d^^riT!; s^iipt i ! : 1985 




1 97, ^ :4kl4, ^-fcRUiyT 

ydi-itH ^ 




■5KT1 TpS 4^ TTC7T T> w 





i% 220 


Ei 

7850082 

! 5’■6-2009 

UfapM Uki<HtH TpS? m fe 

r^Rl ^ feri 21: 2004 




226.'2 i 2, ^ hW.4I^ 

■^l K.-ll TT? 3RT^TI 




^tt. W T. 2 . TTW W, SIH (T) 





FFTW 40D 606 


9 

7846697 

-i 

i 

t j h 

i 

tj 

jTU TTT8?4T 

1100 ^T^Z TT^T V? jTI^f,94 J )9 l H) 




^n^TT TT. 2 F#71 ^ 

cOt^ll ^ 'himVo 




^req^, TRh ^ FFT Ft c+. JJ-15-iS r 

r^^n' TlMr 




3TJT drill<4 -JR FFTTT? 42J002 


!0 

7K49202 

« -6-2009 

*TTW4=!. 

TTfm ( W? i 1 554 :*W'. 1 : 




^ *r. ms-d.'lferzF. i, 

o^rT -iTn 1 MOO iW 




tti f^FT : mri^Hi ^cr 

TT 4-.l j j-r. ■ 1 ^Z?T 




^ WT^FT396 230 


11 

7852591 


Wnp^fFTT 

feMdl ^ ’ETTc^ 1 ] T4^7 ■tJTfTFT 4250:19S0 









H^is!: T^R THt7 j j|-3 T-T^TCT 





FFTTT^ 400 0 '; 5 



| FT TM 3; 11 
df tt . Wir-Wl* (HFr.T 


Mew Delhi, [lie IZih September. 2008 

S.O. 2616.— In pursuance of sub-regular inn 5 nf regulation 4 of (he Bureau of Indian Stand urd* i Com Hem inn! 
Regulations. 1688. of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies The grant of licences p;i ri i e u I ji> nrsshich are given -n 
the following schedule: 
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SCHEDULE 


SI Licence 
No. No. 

Validity 

Date 

Name and address (factory) Product 

of the Party 

1SNo./Part'Sec 

Year 

1 2 

3 

4 5 

6 

1 7*51084 

17-6-2009 

Bhagyashree Electricals Specification for Domestic 

Shed No* 7, Gala No, ft, Surnta Indl. E lectric Food-Mixers 

Estate, Opp Jainam Mall, LBS. Marg. [Liquidizes and Grinders) 
Bhandup(W) Greater Bombay Mumbai. 

Maharashtra 40007ft 

IS 4250:1980 

2 78514ft8 

17*6*2009 

Cite Cable Corporation PVC Insulated [heavy duty) 

IS 1334: Part 1:1988 


3 7846394 26-5-2009 


4 7846091 26-5-2009 


S 7850183 15*6*2009 


6 7S5I3S7 17-6-2009 


A/8 Swwni Industrial Centre, electric cable^Peit I :For 

Gauroipara Thane Vassi-E, Maharashtra working voltages up(o and 


401206 


including 1 100 V 


ISI0J2£Pqrt5:S«3; 

I9R7 


]S 13703:l A art 2:Sec I: 
1995 


Commander Electricals Luminaries: Part 3 Particular 

0-114,111 Sreenath Indl Estate, Survey requirements, Section 3 
No 197, Behind Votras, Vapi-Silvassa Luminaires for road and street 
Read, Dadra Chock Post, Dadra and lighting (superseding IS: 2149) 

Nagar Haveli. Dadra, Dadra and Nagar 
Ha veli 396230 

141-Tech Switchgear (India) Low-voltage fuses for voltages 

Unit No A/132 Ansa Industrial Estate not exceeding 1000V AC or 
Saki Vjhar Road, Mumbai Greater 1300V DC: Part 2 Fuess for use 

BombaySakiraka Maharashtra 400072 by authorized persons. Sec J 

Supplementary requirements 

Polulion Protection Systems Mumbai Electrical Apparatus for Explosive IS 3780:2006 

Pvt Ltd. Gas Atmospheres-lnlrinsic 

226/212, Devendra Industrial Estate. Safety ‘ L r*Specificatian 

Lokmanya Nagar L Fada, No. 2 Yasodhan 

Nagi^r, Tharus(W) Maharashtra 400606 


Cili Cable Corporation PVC insulated cables for 

A/S Swami [ndusirial Centre, working voltages upio and 

Gauraipara Thane Vasai-E Mab&rashtra including 1100 V 
40120ft 


15*94 j 19S-S 


7 7B46293 26-5-2009 


H 7K500S2 15-6-20^ 


9 7K46697 27-5-2009 


Commander Electficals Luminaries : Part 5 Particular 15 lfl322:Part 5 :Sec I: 

Ol |4.1J5 + Sreenaili End. Estate* Survey requirements.Section 1 19SS 

No. 197. Vapi-Silvasstt Road. Behind General Purpose luinanaries 

Voltas H Near Dadra Cbeek Post- Dadra 

and Nagar HavdL Dadra, Dadra And 

Nugai Elavcli 

PaI lli ion Protection Systems Mumbfli Flameproof enclosures tor IS 214S ■ 2(HM 
Pvi Ltd. electrical apparatus 

226/21 1 .. Devendia Industrial Estate, 

Lokmanya Nagar. PadaNo,2 Yasodhan 
Nagnr. Tliane{W) Maharashtra 40060b 

.lai 1 .axaini Wires &. Cables PVC insulated cables lor IS 604 ■ 1990 

Gala No. 2 . Rebind Mahesh Acid. working volumes upro and 
Mahadcv Compound, Near J&i Muiaji including 3100 V 
Compound. Greater Bumbry. Ulhasnagar* 

M ithamsli lm-421002 


3339GI/0B—3 



525 % 


J'iik OA/I.i IJi: Of-' BHADRA2'). I-Vi 


|t\\u II S=.-..V;i)| 




n 735^0 j i-i-h-im 


K. C rnuLTi-^ \s F J VC i !’.s u ml cd (■ O. 

S . N o. ! H5 ■ ■ I. ! : : u: ' . i ; kk m;i rtl i eJectr i l- cabl * s: I'jl: i :=.! ■;■ 

D L jJ: ^ iii llL \ m jj u: I i Li i 1 1. s 1 1 vessii w yrk i ng i-ok^es . . r v : i : ■ 

H iidr <i a n lI \ J! :o v!: 0 ( Xi2jO !Tid \jul in^ I L 00 V 

f J ai A^pli jji-c^ Speci icution J'i i\■.:., 

Godoun Vn. k.Y. t1.n|:i. T..L n[&ctri<; [’OOd-YOver- 

RojlI, Opp Ss-.jc Mill (m^sut liiiTiibay(Linnidi^ und G-h. le:-: 
Source M. - ihn?ii^1'.ir.i- \ o- >■; I j5 


IS l.v-I : V\i\y \ : WHS 


JS 42o0 : I W«i 


[Vo C Ml) 1.0 ll| 


P.K. (j.AM^I :!R .X. f)l:VLlor Cioivr.i: (Y 


\S j 


f-^ i L: 20 os 

^ 3H- 2617,—'MRrPT ^p] FRr? |<K ? ^ RFF 7 ^ T4-f^R {])*£: FIT : 
^ wgw % ft? Fra f f^r (ff) f f^h fen i^r 

__ 


TF FFTt-'Xrf ^FTR FAF^SFl) 3F AF TP~ 



■J :■ -S ±FFTT -' WR FR*T 


x^p;^ r-j-J] 

IMh 


U j 


(2) 


i 4) 


( 26^2 : W70 T^TfTTI FT^F V 

71TFT-1 (Ftp Tptr^) 


2 200* 


14! 

11 -s :on> 


FT ■fhsr fft w rff: wt,, ^ aifi^ ^snmt ft. f: -wt-.. ;,,(,{)2. ^^pri 

^ ^Ivl"4.fql. 'J :i £i r i?, RTf : TJR^ 1 HR Vmr^T zq-p:J-i-; 1 =j|.-, *HMU, FTFT^. n-vr.'T^!. 

S7PTTTT, -f^T, -r»nj5.. 7^ ?£n f^-^peTF TJ ^3r ^irp^ f > 


|7q^1 ; t?.T R/T-l 1 . 
Fi,^, , Fn"A'-'>:' ”" ^ '.j:----! r h~^[ ;., 


\W-1 kiln', ike 12t!i Scpl^mbcr. 200S 

S.O. 2fi I 7- - In pLEi'SLi[«ice ni ciiuis^ (b'j o[' i^-ruk’ i ]) of R*i li; 7 of 1(10 Riju-lmi; ^ ■: 
ihe Bureau of) ndran Sumdard hereby nol i fi o s iFia- [he .^oiendmenuo fhe Old inn SoiNELirdv 
ihe Scbcdide hereto ^iiiio\ed lias been isitutd ■ 


1 :V- i -1 n ^lOULkll d'. Rule--, ! OfO. 
j'.ir' il ilIii r-n L 11 vUr.uh is en rl :ri 


bCKKOLLP; 


SI. 

No. 

^l>. £l Veu!' tjfUie Fruiron Standinds 
anufinii ni;m 

No. <£ Ycaroriht Ainendi:K':i! 

Ikte \ Yo\r. wnieh 

the AiiK’niknenl 
chilli hi^e eflea 

fO 

j 

O) 

■: n 

l 

i$2652: !97fi Sdiedu3oon't’nnir;alh for 
Leelanehe Type Primary Hatlerioa (Pirst 
Revtiikijii 

2 August, 2G0S 

. ~':\\-K-2m 


Copv oi this AhiltKj merit is avai;nb]c w”h t.ie ilLLro^iu Liflndi^ii Stand iivds. MnT:.t\ 


! 'I <! ■. ".!■:. ^ Huii-nlur Sk;:h /;lI or 


Mare, N'e*v Dnjihi-1 ;(.)(j02 and ResjionaJ Ojfit^s : N^.v Hvllii. Kolkata, Chandigarh. C'lcm 
Oftices ; Aijmedabad, liangaJorc, IJhopal. tlkihnno.^v.'. -ir, Cijilnnalorc, Cuwahali. Jh.k:\: 
Paififl, Pune d J n ir llv llu \in i]i„\p;imm. 


:;-.i \l:imbfLi nrid olso llrar.LM 
:'. J. ktiptLr, Kll:i;ui 7 . X;iy.p=..r. 

| Kef. I-! Y Hi'M^I 


P. K. ML'KliliRJUEJ, Sck”:n:nl '!" it I K'iid i.l-JuulTf'T lj-lI miuL: : i 
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ftjfrfcTO*? 3fr? Hiyfnep 4^1*4 

■l^i" 1 ^ v v [I > 15 2008 

^T* W. 2618.™ Wk ^RtPR" 3ft rtVlftfl 4 m aneRfilctr JTcSt^r tftal f % ^J0ffl?r TOt 4 ST^TR ^ 
XW1nft*F wm ft #TT cW f? 3TOT ft? ftg TO 3lWq (talgq^U f*#&g ^RT ^ 

WRTTf^T fsTUI^ 

3ft? W?tf>R <fft ft# TT^^Hr^T 1*1 UM ft? W2f|jH ft? fftp? ^ 3Tl*Ry<b PffttcT ^f(fl £ fft? ft# ^Jft 

ft, # ft i. fcr?rft t?tp Rrft m wi t, ot# ?i % 

3)13 CPIX cpT 3T^ S T %*TT 'jfT?t 

a?cp 3T3, <Wk viwr^p ^5tfcWT 3ft? 4l$4dl^ (^ ft Jq#*[ ft? 3rfft*JiK tfJT 3 TuH) Sf ffil ft zT H 

1962 {1962 M 50), flft TO 3 # ?jw?T (1) 5TCT H^tT #tF?# g?T ST#tt 3??ft \ 3 ?r ^Jft $ 

Tjipffn ft? vwfSfcpr-f g?r anjfr 4Rft ft? arrft # t/iqtqr t; 

QTfrP, «ft TO 31^5^ ft Slfifa ijfft ft f|ci«f^ ft, 3W cnfl?S ft fvRftft f?T 3#^eRl ft 2JrJT »fl?tr 
ft? wm 2 ft nfrnft #TOr qft \3qR#j ^ri # ^nft t, s^rtr fft^r ft? #?r ^fft ft? ftft 
qifqpn^r iftuni ^irft ft? ftur TOft .^qftW ft? srltrw ft? 3r#r ft? ?r«rer ft # ®r#K ?tcr 
nr^hR-ftH ^5 q^mi^r qfofaffr, to #>th IH i hAv? fafftts, 8/5, ft?iR% 
xixpejUi «RT ft? qRT, TO$bT - 456010 (TOjtfftsu) # fa%er ft snftq ftR q? ft;j!i | 


'iST^rt ■' ftl^T : ^ : HWR^ir 


*50 

|tr vr 

| flf J 


1 

IL. _, " 3 _.. 

L. ... 3. _.. J 

4 

1. 


800 

0020 



696 

0.226 



361 rt 

0.060 



162/4 

0.040 

Z< 

^prfWr 'Bffr 

' 42 

0.035 




0.263 

3. 


327 

0.377 



236 

0,100 



ST 

0,024 



104 

0.040 

4. 


163 

a.050 

S< 

n jrtftn 

391/1 

1.317 



391/2 


* 


84 

0.069 



92 

0.009 



96 

0.06 

r , 

w 

338/6 

0 200 

8. 


29 

0.010 



362/2/2 

0X71 



_ 315 ___ 
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3JQ 

in , , , 

Tin 37T ^TT 1 ? 



1 

2 

.... 3 

4-1 

* 


171/2 

0.060 



53/1 

0.055 



300 

0.067 



130 

0.050 



140 

0.439 



171J2 

0.060 

9. 

*ii q Jl 

24/2 

0.120 

1Q> 


15 

0.070 



2/2 

0.025 

11. : 

■iViil 

206/1/4 

1.040 

IT . ' 


1/4 

C.153 

13. 

361 

0.250 

14. 


404/1 

0.050 



56B 

0.039 



746 

0.010 

16. 

746 

001QC 



244/3 

0.2100 


[^, 4 -sr- si o 1 5/ : ods ■ ah, am-11 ] 

T£. Rf^Tfri, 3FTT ttfhq 


Ministry of Petroleum and Natural Gas 
New Delhi, the 15thSeptember, 2003 

S. O, 2i>18.— Whereas it appears to the Central Government That it is necessary in the 
public interest that for transportation of Crude Oil from Vadinar in the State of Gujarat to 
Bina in the State of Madhya Pradesh should be laid by Bharat Oman Refineries Limited; 

And whereas it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying such 
pipeline, it is necessary to acquire The right of user in land under which the said pipeline 
is proposed to !>c laid and which is described in the Schedule annexed hereto; 

Now, Therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (!) of section 3 of The 
Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in [.and) Act, J 961 (50 
of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its intention to acquire the right of user 
therein: 

Any person, interested in the land described in the said Schedule may within twenty one 
days from the date on which copies of the Gazette oflndia containing this notification are 
made available to the public, object in writing to the acquisition of the right of user 
therein for laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri. Arvind Khare. Competent 
Authority, Vadinar-Bina Crude Oil Pipeline Project, Bharat Oman Refineries Limited, 
8/5 “Vaishali", Near Nanakhcda Bus Stand, Ujjain-456 010 (Madhya Pradesh). 



[ tiFi n—Tar^3(ii)J vroi : ftnn^r 30, 3000 /*^ 2 % 1930 32 61 

SCHEDULE 


TEHSIL: RAJGARH DISTRICT : RAJGARH STATI 

: MADHYA PRADESH 

S.No, 

NAME OF VILLAGE 

SURVEY NO. 

AREA IN HECTARE 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1. 

Khajufl 

800 

0.020 



008 

0.225 



361M 

0.060 



162/4 

0.040 

a. 

Tumadlya khadf 

42 

0.035 



3EW2 

0.253 

3 . 

Gornkh pura 

327 

0.377 



238 

0.100 



91 

0.024 



IDS 

0.040 

4 . 

KFsan Puriyi 

163 

0050 

G. 

Piplaba Purohtt 

391/1 

1.317 



391/2 


e. 

Ghoghadlyakalan 

88 

0.080 



92 

0.069 



96 

006 

7 . 

Amba 

338/6 

0200 

8. 

Dewati kalan 

29 

0,010 



362/2/2 

0.471 



318 

0.063 



171/2 

0.060 



53/1 

0.055 



300 

0,067 



139 

0.050 



140 

0.439 



171/2 

0.060 

9 . 

Savan kheda 

24/2 

0.120 

10 . 

Rani pura 

15 

0.070 



2/2 

0.025 

11 . 

GolJabe 

200/1/4 

1.040 

12 . 

Bhojpuriya 

1/4 

0,153 

13. 

PadEiya ktiedl 

361 

0.250 

14, 

Kalponl 

404/1 

0.050 



568 

0.039 



748 

0.010 

15. 

Sindurlya 

746 

0.0100 



244/3 

0.2100 


[No. R-31015/19/2QOB-OR.-II] 
A. GOSWAMI. Under Secy. 
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^ IS 200fl 

35T- anr. 2619,— cpt f-flchftd ^ 3TJcR^R> Ft?T t :juNld ?pKT ^ ^ 

Wjy^l A INI tra* fgs 3TPJH % ^cf?^T ^ 3TPTT4 fcqTR-TftvT IFT Tf<F 

3fR %^T WTHlf^f f*JW^ id TRITjPT 37 IcH? *TF STFTCZTtf Hcfrrl eTTcTT % fife $!ft ^Pf 

#, uit SRjgrft 3 t. fWl TSrfi feTBHJ wfB 34 PR3T3 £, \J4ilVT 3? 

Slltftpl'f 3»T 3i 1J H f^TT 

3RT 3^, ^^li| ?7TJ)E, ^ifcTCPT sfa trnpHcff^f ^ 'JM-U'l'l 35 3T$PHR 3Rifa) 

1962 (1962 50), eft ejrt 3 # (1) SRT 5Rti sifM cfjt srarq igPr # 

wfRT jti 3#^1T 7R SRifa ftijG 3PT% OT?p nft ifa'RT Wft tl ^ 

q?b£ «^fc6_ *tt \JtP 31^41 3 cff^IrT ^ iT?T (1l41o ^ fuRR^' SR« ^ ^tp *ii«l 

% WR <ft TTf^l^ff W IK*t ^Tcn q?| 3RT ^ ^rfft $ r ^ t> tftcR Tjf^ ifj ^ 

m$Hd i $d fom ^ fo? ^mFi ■% 3$rm ^ arfcr tori A tit *tsr 

tll4lHR-#1T ^5 3TRTR TTfWTfR #7^^, ’TPTTT 3TFTFT foBT$*f$hJl foftfcff, 8/5, ^51Tcft 
HHHfol «Rf ^ TRT, - 456010 (TPStilT^n) fafarT WJ 3 OTS)q ^5T TT^I 


arj^t 

de^flrH : iril 5 ?n ftl'fll : sn^il! ^r«l : rTHTCltTT 


^0 

vhj ™ 

'<<3 w 

ife-KfT £ iTiH'R Jj 

1 

2 

3 

4 

^ t 


C47 

0 39 

2 . 

Rzlei JfrFfT 

24^ 

0 04 

3. 

ftM*? 

28 

0 04 



35 

0 03 

4. 

iJt 

195 

D OS 

5. 


142 

0 C6 



143 

C 01 



145 

0.17 

6. 

4^' <$' i 

3 

0 37 



100 

0 72 

7. 

T«f||?|qr 

70 

0 '."0 

8 . 

J ^’t 

467 

0 11 



476 

C 02 



541 

C 24 



G12 

0 13 



613 

0 01 



617 

0 18 



519 

0 02 



812 

3.12 



832 

■j "■ 0 



395 

15 08 



1359 

:) 08 

9. m ^TTTrrr^r 

240 

t; 10 

10 ! 

T 

392 

0 00 
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New Delhi the 15th September, 2006 

s, n. 2619.— Whereas it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the 
public interest that for transportation of Crude Oil from Vadinar in the State of Gujarat to 

Bina in the State of Madhya Pradesh should be laid by Bharat Oman Refineries Limited; 
And whereas it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying such 
pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the right of user in land under which the said pipeline 
is proposed to be laid and which is described in the Schedule annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 3 of the 
Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 
of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its intention to acquire the right of user 
therein; 

Any person, interested in the land described in the said Schedule may within twenty one 
days from the date on which copies of the Gazette of India containing this notification are 
made available to the public, object in writing to the acquisition of the right of user 
therein for laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri. Arvind Khare, Competent 
Authority, Vadinar-Bina Crude Oil Pipeline Project, Bharat Oman Refineries Limited, 
S/5 “Vaishali" Near Nanakheda Bus Stand, Ujjain-456 010 (Madhya Pradesh). 

SCHEDULE 


TEH&IL : JHABUA DISTRICT ; JHABUA STATE : MADHYA PRADESH 


S.No. 

NAME OF VILLAGE 

SURVEY NO. 

AREA IN HECTARE 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1. 

KALAKHUT 

647 

0.39 . 

2. 

PITOLKALA 

244 

0.04 

3. 

PITOLKHURD 

26 

0.04 



35 

0,03 

4. 

KHEDI 

195 

0 08 

6. 

MOD 

142 

0.06 



143 

0.01 



145 

0 17 

6. 

GELARKALA 

3 

0,37 



100 

072 

7. 

NARWALIA 

70 

0.70 

8. 

OHEBAR 

467 

0.11 



476 

0,02 



541 

0.24 



612 

0.13 



613 

0.01 



617 

0.10 



619 

0 02 



612 

0.12 



632 

0 19 



395 

000 



1359 

0.00 

ft. KALYANPURA 

240 

0.10 

—40 — BAttKHEPA-_ 

392 

0.50 


[No. R-3101 S/te^OOB-OR.-H] 
A. GOSWAMI, Under Secy. 
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TI fcrrT IS F*TEi*fl(, 2008 

37T, 3fl. 2620.-cFTR '^TTcpR ^ flUftt! FT TR a f l' Wtli ffal t fa TJGRR \R*T * ^e£Hr ^ 

TTvW 3 nfo cPf> STOR % srR'TFT ^ TO sIFR Ribi^-fM ifRi ^ 

3f)T VsfliJ TTOPR *Ft PT^TOTTf^ itl’JB th' % (cTT; ^ 5l|t|!W4> Tcfi? FTciT £ ft? 7# 

3, sit ^rorr vamcui 37 ^ 3 ctfSrfi t, TtH 4i$<i<hi$h Srwq vn* vet t. ;?T^tT7 & 

ad^ef>R cPT 3ETO fcfrTT C5TT-; 

3TcT: 3R, TRTO7. ^fcETR ^ WTtflfn (ijflT # WfET TT sfoiRR U-T oRR) 34 ^RrTE 

1962 (1962 tjii 50), eft ?tri 3 eft (■'.} ^rt pn^rr yjfrtjiil th to-i wt §<;, ttt “spr 3 

"^PyVl tf) ePT 3f\4'1 eJR^ % 3Rn ChT?T3 eft ^ft^THT 'U^ctl 

^ ajftP, «ff \3rE apjgift $ SfficT ’jPf n fifriT35 $, 77 ft RRpft 57 S^t^RT ft TfrP 7R7 

gj ?rTO ^ nfcSTT 7REW WTOT S3t WTO TJR1 (ft amft $, (Wtfl'H fe 77 ft> fttrR ^ & ftft 
Riot? Rift % fcTJ 77ft WTT7 fti' otel? 4 t 3R7! % TRPJ ft tff 3RRF? tR. tsr 

HlfWft. en^TR-^TT Ift5 3TRJR T15TOTT55 'jRuWu. TRcT ftfaR fV,$Hftx,i RhR^' 5. 8/5, ftwt 

'jRi^i <rt ft> m\ t - 456010 (TOtq^i) ^ fete 77 ft 3-ftr ^ I 




dctfH : 41PR fiSRn . TirSTT^T TT^J 1 imu^i 


S50 . 1 

*J7T[ <FT ’TFT 

^pJ ’t'T? 

B?r?w ^ 

1 

2 

i a ._ 

4 

1 . 


901 

0.09 



902 

0,04 



931 

0.09 



[VPTI1—^53(ii)l 
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«TOI tF*m ; 20, 200fl^MH! 29. 1930 

___— .^ 1 ■■ -^^ 3 =^ 0 ^ = 

New Delhi, the 15tti September, 2006 
s. 0. 2620-HWhereas it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the 
public interest that for transportation of Crude Oil from Vadinar in the Stale of Gujarat to 
Bina in the State of Madhya Pradesh should be laid by Bharat Oman Refineries Limited; 

And whereas it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying such 
pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the right of user in land under which the said pipeline 
is proposed to be laid and which is described In the Schedule annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 3 of the 
Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 
of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its intention to acquire the right of user 
therein; 

Any person, interested in the land described in the said Schedule may within twenty one 
days from the date on which copies of the Gazette of India containing this notification are 
made available to the public, object in writing to the acquisition of the right of user 
therein for laying of die pipeline under the land to Shri, Arvind Khare, Competent 
Authority, Vadinar-Bina Crude Oil Pipeline Project, Bharat Oman Refineries Limited, 
8/5 “Vaishali”, Near Nanakheda Bus Stand, Ujjain-456 010 (Madhya Pradesh), 

SCHEDULE 



TEHSIL: AGAR 

DISTRICT: SHAJAPUR 

STATE: M.P. 

S.No. 

NAME OF VILLAGE 

I SURVEY NO. 

AREA IN HECTARE 

1 

2 

1 3 

4 

1. 

CHANDANGAON 

901 

0.09 



902 

0.04 



931 

0.09 


Jno. R-3 1015/24/2008-0, R. lll 
A. GOQWAMI, Under Secy. 


IS [kl«U, 2008 

w. air. 262t.—tp^Tiq ti'tq?!* qrl eiWftci Tp? otpwzp >cdlci elm £ $P "ipRlcf siv*u 
qsq ^ i f i ip qf^r tg ms afPrn fHnprtta f&Ptes ^ 

affa ch'^fl'M tiwix HiqHeuan Ryi'-i ip jto'njtp % tciq. *if apq^qcp jrftfr % f<P 

oh ^ f - , frm+f ^tf? '3fT% ZPT hwn t<P 

w 3i'4*i onq; 

9FT: ara, Wta T&m*. ^Mct spt 3 ip zpr arsfa) wfofare 

1962 (1962 in 50), ^ qrcr 3 wtffl (1) 5 m stctt ?r1rtvut ^ sraW zp^ ^ 3 

trrcfpT ip 3Tf^tpR q>r arfa ep 3TMZT sflWJ|| & 


333901/06—4 
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^ &tP 3T3^ 4 #13 TJpt 3 t, 3 fvTf^ 3lf£r^ERT 3 1M 

<$ 3Tfrrar ^iraiw vRctt cf) vT'th^t w ^ t, f<F^R< ’fltrr ^ ^ 

’Tf^tfT^'T tatj ^TFt ifT joR? ^RT^f vnniq & 3l1tta>R % 3Rfo ^ 3 4) TOTO 

HlRlmi’f), i]{p$ 3tT^cT Ml^'RpITspr uR-'-tlvm, ^Ktl SfFTH 8/5, cfSlhcf) 

HHKshSi ^RT 3p m\, - 456010 (WW^l) ^ fclR^d t) 3#q ^ ^TT I 


cTFTftcl : 

cTta 


f^R-Ti : ftfi^rT 

7TvH : 

ttaur^rr 

TPO 

^rm )rr hn 


1 ' 

fl# 


1 


2 

1 

1 _. 

3 

4 

1, 




644 

0.455 

2. 

d*i$ inrfr- 



24 

0.Q36 


[tti ti -w- ^ui J .s/23/20'^---iri..jm-11] 

it. >iU^:h|, 3P3T 


New Delhi, the 15lh September, 2Q0S 

S. O. 2621 . — Whereas it appears to the Central Governrrieill that it is necessary in the 
public interest that for transportation of Crude Oil from Vadinar in the Stale or Gujarat to 
Bina in the Stale of Madhya Pradesh, should be laid by Bharat Oman Ke fineries Limited: 

And whereas it appears to the Central Government that lor lhe pitrpose of laying such 
pipeline, it is necessary to acquire ilia righi of user in land under which the said pipeline 
is propD!sed to be laid and which is described in the Schedule annexed heteio; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (I ) of section 3 of (he 
Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in [.and) Aci, 1 %2 (50 
of 1 %2). ihe Centra] Government hereby declares its intention to acquire Lhe right of user 
therein; 

Any person, interested in the land described in the said Schedule may within twenty one 
days from the date on which copies of the Gazette of India containing this notification are 
made available to the public, object in writing to the acquisition of the right of user 
therein for laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri. Arvind Kliare. Competent 
Authority, Vadinar-Bma Crude Oil Pipeline Project, Bharat Oman Refineries l.muled, 
8/5 “Vai&hair, Near Nanakhedn Bus Stand. Ujjam-456 Oil) (Madhya Pradesh). 

SCHEDULE 


TEHSIL LATERt DISTRICT : VIOISHA STATE : MADHYA PRADESH 


S.No. 

NAME OF VILLAGE 

SURVEY NO. 

AREA IN HECTARE 

1 

2 i 

3 

1 * 

1. 

LATERI 

644 

0 455 

2. 

SEMRI BASHIR 

24 

0 033 


(No. R-31 nl5;21.2008-0.R.-II] 
A GOSWAMi. Under Secy 
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*lf R.rrfij 15 2008 

g>r.«n.7622.—^ citato ^ Tm ^wWti Trefa Ftar % % w 3 cii4)hn ^ 
^ ^ ^ 3JRIH % MpSq^i ^ Wcf 6tVtH RiW|H-f|^ fcTft^ gRT T^tp 

'll§Mdl^ flmg ^TPft WTf^7; 

3fk tb’sftq ^ ^Hdiin % W/jluH % frit* ?7F aiidWIch HcfltT FftiTJ # ftp fpfft i|f% 

^ 5^*1 ^1*43 3 ^rf^TcT t, fyRT^ ^3 tP W$‘fenc'd f^W? «TI^ TpT W-idM %, ^RTPT % 

ST^Rn? 3*1 3f'4'1 Gbcii y?Fj! 

3Rf: 3J*f. tp^kr <trc<r>R, ^slfem 3#? oft-Jt Mi^qcn^ (^ # 3nqVl $> 3#h&r grr 3jtjfa) 

1962 (1962 epr 50), $Rf 3 g?) t3W7T (1] gRT JTgtT ^ifrpqf <51 R^fq f'?, w ^ ^ 
'3H<j'h 3tR)^R ^T 3t^T %> 3R% 3TRRJ ^?f y|b[*i|| 5R^t & 

^ ^Rf), vff t3W 3FJ^t # qf^RT ijft Tf f^tfsi^ f, vFft rfT^te ^ ^7T ^ ^tTT 'JTRrf 

sf> jitRim tfahw vprar yqcioq wf ^ sntft '^qtnki ftfq tp *»jf^ ^ 

HigHcni^d («1 xpii{ ‘crr^ % fiN*? y tt*l y nulq % gi1£i<j>r artfo,% ?r«ri ef[ sRfepg 73^, ^erR" 
wfir^r «H’ihrt-<frT ^f¥ <HTOH 9Tf 1 7cTffq ^fefpjRT, 'HRtT aj^R 8/5, 

‘IMreitel W3T ifc Wi, - 456010 (*ttZ75Rf?T} 3J| frlRdd WT 3 GTI^T ^ Tf^Tt I 

3f^t 


mtflti ■ *ift55? [sBtii; imr; 


IK 

V l+l 5T tTPT 

■ =rtf to | 


t 

2 ! 

3 n 

; 1 

1 . 

TOfrSfr *5flT 

34 

002 



63 

0,09 



139/1 

007 


[ ^I.lT7OTr-3l 015/26/2008-3Tl.3irc-111 


tj. j i']+qiHt, 

New Delhi, the 15th September, 2008 

S. O. 2621— whereas it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the 
public interest that for transportation of Crude Oil from Vadium in the State of Gujarat to 
Bina in the Stare of Madhya Pradesh should be laid by Bharat Oman Refineries Limited; 

And whereas it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying such 
pipeline, it is necessary to acquire ih* right of user in land under which the said pipeline 
is proposed to be laid and which is described in the Schedule annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (I) of section 3 of the 
Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines t Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1961 (50 
of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its intention to acquire the right of user 
therein; 
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Any person, interested in the land described in the said Schedule ma\ within twenty one 
days from the date on which copies of the Gazette of India containing this notification are 
made available to the public, object in writing to the acquisition of the right of user 
therein for laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri. Arvind Khare, Competent 
Authority, Vadinar-Binn Crude Oil Pipeline Project, Bharat Oman Refineries Limited, 

S/5 l -Vai-shaJr\ Near Nanakheda Bus Stand, Ujjaitv-456 0It) (Madhya Pradesh). 

SCHEDULE 


TEHSIL i MAHIDPUR DISTRICT ; UJJAIN STATE : MADHVA PRADESH 


S.No. 

NAME OF VILLAGE 

J SURVEY NO. 

AREA IN HECTARE 

1 

2 

1 ”j- 

4 

1, 

8ARKHEDI BAZAR 

34 

0.02 



S3 

0.09 



139/1 

0 07 


[No. R- 3 tO 15 ; 20 v' 2 DO 0 -O.R.-ll| 
A. GOSWAMI. Under Socy. 


«fil. OT. 1633. —"cht ^ W 3JT4WR STtfor 'FtaT $ T JTM(T ?T^T ^ cTT^TR ^ 

TT^tJ 3 #n (TBJ SRTFi ^ 3TPTH 51 TT tjcfi 

4*1 fslURT ct> SRTftpf & fcR 3CT4TR14* JRfa tfcfl £ ^ ’JPt 

^ , sfr iTh!^ ETT5 f^rtj 4TFf 4*T t, t)> 

STftoV g* rJTTt?; 

Slcfi 3!&f, TRtpR, ^fcWl 3?T7 T Tf^ T RTl?^T ^ tJ l Ttft T T & od^dvl'i cf)T ST^t) 

1962 (1962 CRT 50), tlRT 3 itf) 13W71 (1) tpl vrdt»T 4*^ ^ 3 

wrtn th twI^T^R 4 *t 31 ^ t? gm=l ^ 4 * 7 cft t; 

(f^ cZ^rf* r tsft \TffT 3Rt(j|tft ^ C[f5m tjft 3 t, W^<a ^ 7t 

% 'a^t jtfaTTT ^RrfT 4*1 \T4eREf 45TT vl "t, fcW^-il f^4 tfitit ijpt % 

q r ^Menn f^R ^ ^ tcR UTrf ^RTPT ail^N % ^ ^ ^ WPT 

cTT^tR-^TT ?p 3tFTrf tn^THTf^ , HR?t afpM fetPl^^, 9/5, 

■iHV ^tgr gRT c|r - 456010 ^ fctRsd 3TT^P7 I 


i i 


WH i*-"'- ■ 




■ HU ' H'l 





VTO1WT WPT: 1W5 R 20, 2QO B/MTS 29, 1930 


TOftfeT : i|l%<ll firai i wati TF^I : 


m \ 

gi*l 4| HW 


H temra fa&R A 

i 

2 

3 

4 


fllflMl 

110 

0.08 

2. 


144 

0.09 


[■qa. W. 015/25/200B-311.OTT- II] 

I 4lW)W"|. 


New Delhi, trie 15th September 2008 

$. O. 2613 .—Whereas it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the 
public interest that for transportation of Crude Oil from Vadinar in the State of Gujarat to 
Bina in the State of Madhya Pradesh should be laid by Bharat Oman Refineries Limited: 

And whereas it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying such 
pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the right of user in land under which the said pipeline 
is proposed to be laid and which is described in the Schedule annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (I) of section 3 of the 
Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 
of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its intention to acquire the right of user 
therein; 

Any person, interested in the land described in the said Schedule may within twenty one 
days from the date on which copies of the Gazette of India containing this notification are 
made available to the public, object in writing to the acquisition of the right of user 
therein for laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri. Arvind Khare, Competent 
Authority, Vadinar-Bina Crude Oil Pipeline Project, Bharat Oman Refineries Limited, 
8/5 “Vaishali”, Near Nanakheda Bus Stand, Ujjain-456 010 (Madhya Pradesh). 

SCHEDULE 


TEHSIL : GHATIYA DISTRICT : UJJAIN STATE : MADHYA PRADESH 


,No. 

NAME OF VILLAGE 

SURVEY NO. 

AREA IN HECTARE 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1. 

ZOKRA 

110 

0 08 

2. 

SUTARKHEDA 

144 

0.09 
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15 i+ia«rt p 2008 

wt. 3n. 2634.— $^ A ^eRFf 3ftf *3^* WW! (’Jpf ^ $ 

3TtoR cPT 3 TjN) 1962 (1962 50} (f^T ~R1K1 

W £ ) tfT *TRT 3 ^ftJRT (l) cfc 3|tSH STTtt FReT ?R^R ^ 

J i ^ l fci4iH afrc m^fEwi fta ^TFra ofl^ftfRn ?tcsjt ^t.-stt, eeo ttt^ ie stfcci 
2008, vft *rR?T 4 TTTffta 19 ’3T?tR, 2008 <t >$ 7 T^ *ft, 5KT 

3ff^pTT 3 RFTR 3T3^ % vjfo 3 F«jy^l 7FR ^ *Pk*T ^TWFR 

^ fferFTT 3 fall fell <RFT feTc^ft 7Tdrai-fl if fr-TP-llTR ^j^ff^TTR 

^ uRcieu cf> for? g^-^rrwTT UUdK qfatfrFrr '4* 4 *tr?t 

£RT ^ fafTR Mls^dl^-i ftTfFt ^ 4* feTY 

^TRt 7 ! ^ 3T^Rm cfTT 3Rjfa ^ 3RFT 3IRRJ ^ fcjlq^lf (ft 3?T ; 

3fr? ^T 'M tfrTiiT vFRfT rfT^5T 24 ^,2003 (ft RTFR* <RT ft 

ft ; 

afhr topt ft u«m g5T ^rt e eft ^jrt (i) ft> ftftu 

ftr aroft ft ft I; 

ftr ftRftq FTOR ft ^tr ftftft T< fftTR ^Rft ft qWRT , aft? <T§' TRRiFf ft ^Tlft 
TR fft ^FcT ftlft fft^lft ft faft Oftfeftf t, Wt 'R'ft'T ft 4ifeR 3>T 3Fftr 

(Rft cFT fftftR^ fftqi ^ ; 

3m; are. ft^ft tr^r, aTf&f^ram <£\ yrrr e 3WRT (i) i±iri Tmtr ^iRki'^ ^ 
cFxm Tm TjRRi t f^ ^ RcTR arij^'l ^ ^ 

^ M^4cHI^»1 if) fcR RRfR <fi aiteR TFT 3Rf^ toT wTHITT # ; 

3fk Tfi^n TReflR \Jtm c iRi 6 M>f \RtIFT (4) 5RT giT TRlR 

TRrT Te? f^RTT ^eft t fts ^'ff ^pf ^ <3tRf|T| c£] 3#4r ^fT R^IT W WRR ^ 
cnfRJ 3?T c^fft 'FRcFR ^ RJfR, Mf Rjcd'lHl ^1 TO iljj'lfeUIH 

cbKMl^H *f Rf|?T ?RT l 

315^ 



TTRfRl : 3V<<l<i 

1 - j | i^TT : 

: VTuRKfm 

4>0 

TTR dFT 1 

^ to 


1 

2 

3 

4 

1 

pRR 

180 

0 0344 

- 11 1 1 _^" 


[ TT ?i', iTR-31015..-fl5/2004-3f|.3nT II] 
% ttN^RT. Jl^i: Hf*PT 




[WT D—~g*g3{ii)] 


i fhtrat so, 2008/Mn; 1 % 1930 
New Delhi, the 1 Sth September, 2006 
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s.o. 242*. —Whereas by a notification oi the Government of India in die Ministry of 
Petroleum and Natural Gas number S.O.S60, dated the 16 1h April, 2008, issued under 
sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of 
User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act) published in 
the Gazette of India dated the 19 th1 April, 2008, the Central Government declared its intention 
to acquire the right of user in the land, specified in the Schedule appended to that notification 
for the purpose of laying an extension pipeline for transportation of petroleum products 
through Mumbai-Manglya Pipeline Extension Project from Manglya (Indore) terminal in 
the State of Madhya Pradesh to Piyala in the State of Haryana and Bijwasan in the NCT of 
Delhi by Bharat Petroleum Corporation Limited ; 

And whereas the copies of the said Gazette notification were made available to the public on 
the 24 th June, 2008; 

And whereas the competent authority has, under sub-section (1) of section 6 of the said Act, 
submitted report to the Central Government, 

And whereas the Central Government, after considering the said report and on being satisfied 
that the said land is required for laying the pipeline, has decided to acquire the right of user 
therein; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 6 of the said 
Act, the Central Government hereby declares that the right of user in the said land, specified 
in the Schedule, appended to this notification, is hereby acquired for laying the pipeline; 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of section 6 of the said 
Act, the Central Government directs that the right of user in the said land for laying the 
pipeline shall, instead of vesting in the Central Government, vest on the date of the 
publication of this declaration, in Bharat Petroleum Corporation Limited, free from all 
encumbrances. 


SCHEDULE 


TEKSIL: INDARGARH DISTRICTSNDI STATE:RAJASTHAN 


5.No. 

NAME OF VILLAGE 

1 SURVEY NO. 

AREA IN HECTARE 

1 

2 

_J_?_ 

4 

. - 1. 

LABAN 


0.0344 


[NO, ft-31015/85/2004*0. R.-IJ] 

A. GOSWAMI. Unrlsr ff***iH 
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"5iT, 3TI- 262S.— S1HH flWK 3^T ®f^3T 

m$n<n i $d (j?J 5 r # 3 w(tt P> aiteR to a^Nrj ariWt^w, 1962 (m2 to 50} 

URT 2 ifi J3V$ pi) 3*JJERtTT HHH SRTOT 3frf 

u^r ttth to£ ^ c?tem Wife m ftr* 

3TOT 3TRl1^I3T ^ 3^ffcT m 4>I<47T (i) zrfS^T CTrfrfr itfT H£T?T Olf^TOfr & 

TO iJIM«i =fH"«1 f^PZ Pi-H^d TOTcfT £| 






TO fe 

( 1 ) 


( 2 ) 

ww-zcx&mr 





?Tcj 3 T TTFT 


tot Jm ($^s*jt} RiftiU # <rc 

^7T (^TT) fftf&is, 


Jtcr afl^cAsRf, few 
iolfH 

^ *fe m : 473 112, ^?T 

[ TH.. ^T. Htf-14014/15/2 005-’fMt. ] 
^r.%. Wl*Tf, 3 W^ iifraq 


New Delhi., the 6lh January, 2005 

s. o. 2625,—Whereas, in pursuance of clause (a) of Section 2 of 
the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in 
Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Government of India hereby authorizes 
the person mentioned in column (1) of the schedule given below to perform 
the functions of the Competent Authority under the said Act for laying 
pipelines by the said M/s GAIL (India) Limited in the area mentioned in 
column (2) of the said schedule. 


Schedule 


Name and Address of the person 

Area of Jurisdiction 

Shri P.K. Bhatnagar, 

Deputy Collector, 

On deputation basis to 

M/s. GAIL (India) Limited, 

GAIL Complex, Vijaipur, 

Distt. Guna, 

473 112 - Madhya Pradesh 

Whole State of Madhya Pradesh. 


[F. No. L-14014/15/2005-G.R] 
K.K. SHARMA, Under Secy 
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fu^'Tl. is 2008 

*r. *r. 3 '^T <3^ qi^TT^T *1 TOk £ 

^mr ^ srfa) arkfarr, 1962 (i%2 <pt so) pr*r q?*rra to srkfaR *p?t 
*wi J:) $ tnrr 3 4 3^rt (i) $ '$$& ^ntt 4 q$ m^err 3 4r 
‘kwq 4 wn W.3TT. 675 qrks srst: 24,03.2008 4 to $ 

cnfp^ sro: 29.03.2008 if 4 4 4, srtr 3H 3 k-R 3 

ip 3 ipnicT TpKI ^ g=5T $ $ qfklFT ^ ^ 

q i ^r^H $ £ f^^Ftin '^m SETT 

% ikkrT vj^4k ^ 'RT 3 TjN ^ ■5fq^l OTR’R 4 Elk^lT 4 4 i 

#T TO Tl^m ^f^RT 4 StfcRf 4 rTlftW 23.06.2008 4 TOR 3RT 3t 4 
4l 

4rr flttTT JTltefr %, TO 4 «M 6 4 TOFtt (l) % ^^TR 34k ^TT^BTT 

4 * $ 11 

34k TT^PR ^ TO fkk <T? f^RTT ,4?4 3> ^ISTO, 4l *T? TFH^TTH ft ^TT 

fr TO ip Wl^pr ftsi% $ ^ vjtffltfT | f 3*4 TOTk % ZR 31#* *PT^ *CT 

faf-nH^T Pm 11 

'3R: a^r, 43k ?n^rr, to 4 snr 6 4 ( 1 ). ^rrr *bt 

5Rk spltt |sr ^ 4W <Rtft | ft ftf -arf^RT ^ ^ ^ 

^Mrll^T ^ TOt^T ^ Offt^nBTT ^ -3P^ 'Pm STRT 11 

#T TT^fTT TO dtiPnR tfTI64 ^fSFTT ( 4 ) ^RT 5RrT 9lkrkt 4?T SFk 
4>^ |^ f w ^ft | to ^f4 3 TOk ^5i f?r 3knr ^ ii^sh ^ tirfn? 3 

^R^PTT ^ kf^T ^ W; ^ if^PT $ ^ ?T- ^lR-31015/7/03 kt, 

^TR-n t^fk 25.ii.2004 ^ ^pni qf ^ ^ ^ PmwX ^ ^ 

^M^ww qfafopr if krt^r ?kn 



t^.^. WT- 31015/75/2004-3 ^.^-\\ ] 


tj. 'h«i*fl, aff^r Trf%^ 


3339 &'O0—6 
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New Dei m. me i sth September, 2008 

5.0. 2416.—Whereas by notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of 
Petroleum & Natural Gas, S.O. Nos. 6?5 dated 24,03.2008 in the Schedule below issued 
under Sub-Section {'!) of Section 3, Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of 
Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (30 of 1962J (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), 
published in the Gazette of India dated 29,03,2008 respectively the Central Government 
declared its intention to acquire the right of user in the land specified in the Schedule 
appended to that notification for the purpose of laying pipeline through Mundra - Delhi 
Pejroleum Product Pipeline for transportation of petroleum products from Mundra in 
the state of Gujarat to Delhi by Hindustan Petroleum Corporation Limited, 

And whereas copies of the said Gazette notification w r ere made ..nailable to the public on 
the 23,06,2008; 

And whereas the competent authority has under sub-section (1) of section 6 of the said 
Act submitted report to the Central Government; 

And whereas the Central Government after considering the said report and on being 
■satisfied in the Schedule appended to this notification is hereby acquired for laying the 
pipeline; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 6 of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby declares that the right of user in the land 
specified in the Schedule appended to this notification i$ hereby acquired for laving the 
pipeline; 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4j of section 6 of the said 
Act, the Central Government herebv directs that the right of user in the said land for 
laying the pipeline shall, instead of vesting in the Central Government, vest on the date 
of publication of the declaration, in Hindustan Petroleum Corporation Limited, free from 
all encumbrances, subject to the conditions imposed vide this Ministry s consent letter 
No, R-31015/7/03 OR-II dated 25 11.04, 


Schedule 



Tehsil: Behror 

District Alwar 

state; RAJASTHAN 

Sr, 

Name of the Village 

Khasara No. 

Area j 

No. 

Hectare 

Are 

Sq.Mtr 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

i ! 
| 

Bardcd 

808 

0 

04 

36 



809 

0 

or 

09 



613 

D 

14 

22 



614 

L_ ---- ■■ ■—- 

0 

03 i 

06 

ii-i n j-h j j-K A ■ 1 1 


INO. R-3101573/2004-0.ft.lil] 
A. GOSWAMUJnderSecy. 




[win—3(uj] 


20,2008^ 29, 1930 
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SBT TbfTTIT tfllWJ 
^ ftjTft, 12 3TTC1,20&B 

^TT.311. 2627.—aiWlPl* faNN arfVIwi, 1947 
ti947 m 14) ^ um n *ft srpr* *, Irtn mm 
4 Aft., ^ ^ 

«ftnJT®i/«*T ^rroifTO ^-i, toz (tM msn 

73/1986) ^ IWitfVw i, ^ t£#H (K4iK ^ 12-8HHS 
^MfaB «rt 

[^ H?[-240! 2/144/87-31^ 3TTt (*ft-T)] 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 12th August, 2008 
S + Q. 2627.—Jn pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No< 73/1984) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribuiutl-cum-Labour 
Court No*l, Dhsnbad ns shown in the ArmeKure in the 
Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/a. BCCL Ltd< and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 12-08-200S/ 
[R No. L-24012/144/87-1R (C-I)] 
SNEHLATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THECENTRALGOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL No.l ATDHANRAD 

PRESENT 

5b ri H. M, Singh, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(1 Xd) of the L D.AclJW? 

Reference No* 73 of 1988 

PARTIES: 

Employers in relation to the 
management of Bhowra (South) 
Colliery of M/s. BCCL and their 
workman, 

APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the workman None 

On behalf of the employers Mr. U.N. Lal h 

Advocate, 

State : Jharkhand Industry: Coal 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 22 July, 2008 
AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Section 
IQOXd) of thft L D. Act, 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order 
No. L~240l2[l44yE7*DJY(B)dated,the l&thMarch, 198$ 


SCHEDULE 

“Whether the demand ofBihar Colliery K am gar Ur ion 
that the Management of Bhowta (South) Colliery of 
Bhowra AreaNo* XI ofMVsn BCC Ltd, RO. Bhowra 
(Dhanbnd) should provide original jobs of Dragman 
in Hard Coke Bhatla and pay House Rent Allowance 
and refund Long Leave Travel Concession to S/Sri 
Lattan Bhuiya and Sitwa Bhuia is justified? If so, to 
what relief are the workmen concerned entitled? 1 ' 

2 r It appears from the record of this case that both 
the parties have speared and filed their respective W,S, 
documents etc. The case thereafter proceeded along its 
course. Subsequently the workmanside abstained 
themselves from appearing before this Tribunal for taking 
further steps in this case, though repeated notices were 
issued to them r Therefore, there is reason to believe that 
the workmanside are not interested to proceed with the 
hearing of this case. Under such circumstances a l No 
dispute" Award is passed in this reference presuming 
non-Htlstence of any industrial dispute between the parties. 

K M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 

12 STTOf, 2008 

2618.— aJieitPMi I^T 1947 (1947 

m H) mrr l ? ^ ^ $Tmi 

p ^ sX^fnV ^ Pi^4^1 tf ^ *fR h 

snjsrtr H ftrerr $ aflallW siflraFi/am 

121 / 2005 ) tpktFtft 

akiiI 1?, ^ *i-*0*i ^ 12^8-0$ ^ mi 

[R. 11012/34/2005-3^ OTT f^ft-l )1 

New Delhi, the 12th August, 2008 
S,0 + 2628.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, S 947 (14 or 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publ ishes the award (R ef. No.! 21 /20031 
Of the Central Government Industrial Tribunat-cum-Labour 
Court Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the management 
0 FM 1 S- Air India Lid. and their workman* whichwas received 
by (he Central Government on 12-08-200$. 

[No. L-L IDIZ'34^2005-]K(C-I]] 
SNEHLATAJAWAS, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALCUM-I j ABOURCOURIj 
CHENNAI 

Thursday* 10th July, 200$ 

Present: K. JAVARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No< 121/20D5 
[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 
lOoflhe Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 {14 ofl 947), between 
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the Man agcmesif of Air India Ltd. and their workman j 
Between 

The Secret ary * I Pan y/Per (t i oner 

Chennai Airport Contract Workers Union 
13> First Street. Eiisliih \iigar, 

Ankaputfnir, Chennai-bill) (3700. 

Vs. 

The Sr. M atiagc: - H R D H Part y. ; M an ag e r.i en [ 

Air India Ltd 

Air India Unity Complex 

Pa llavaram. C henna i - fo'O 04 J 

APPF.AIUNCE: 

For th e Pei i t ioner : M/s. B alim I- L u r i das 

For the Manure moot Ms. Ai\ar& Dclfo 

AWARD 

TheC'entia; CrL'veii'.m^ni. Ministry ofTaruun Cde 
Order No, L-[ is'12 w : 2^)5-F \ RiCMdIJ dated <AJ-1 2-?.nQi 
referred The foilowhig Industrial Dispute to Lh:s TiT-umit 
for ad 1 11 d icut i o r; 

Tne ithed'.ik mentioned \u that order i.s: 

■ l Whether d-c -denied id'Chennai Airpon 
Worker* 1. ! i m-_ n ■ bum r n ^ MuruigD merit of -\ !r ! id in 
thai Si! V. N ■; I j. n. Plumber. reonjiivd [him., eh 
\1 5 . B:cs^!ii;: Ov.M cue lions may be reguLn/ed hy 
Air hdn info their service, [List!fled': 1 Sifoe. to 
■Mut reii-.t \> the workman entitled ai.d iron v. : ; ; r 
iH;i[l iV ' 

A Per foe ■ cc-in: of Lie Indusm;*! DCpme :i-it 
i ribniiui h;^ n::rv^:^ it a.-- IE..? 3d I 20He and i.-svfo mr.o.v 
to ooi I-. ^Ie^. ] 3e :\ '■ ki vs e i: t er c ■ I uppeurar< ve I iimi\.:■ I ■ 1 i: =.■ \;■ 
AiiKoCiite.-i j i : .* :i‘ni Chihn ^mleinru and 
State men I u r v^et eo 

a The ;uL u M i l-= : l - i:t die Claim Si,0eire"!i nr:- y?;,lfo 
ii-H lol low ' 

The Pd: ■.-.■ik:- I Vfov’i e^poii.-ies the cuii-m ^^'l: -i^.- -.ri 
Sekan. a ['kimxrv ho joined tic Mavfoc of the Re.-aviaLar 
Man figment L'jr : ;.iniAili^-i in ihe war Tftfo I-weii lIio. 
it k ulieyed tI l:li m- o conn act labour, ho 'o-l> viieJLW 
n;d> h) the K4.-sp01-.ijni Mon age mem M 0 iCei-me 
Construe don.-: ihe so-ofilk'd Co:iiraaor 1* o'liy n 1 , : ik 
I eiidor. | he con-.erne:: nip 1 0v l- er ls the onK Pi mu Km 
iiipployed h\ llk L !^\-^.'.i r ljchi \Tina^ei:iirin i.^i ^ipt.eor ..:_J 
irifiniienariL l- n? f \-i \\e p ! LmC'in^ :o stem in ulI rik: =-.t:'tkiuio 
Ownod and jTiL!'i:UL:riL , d i yi! e Kopondeiir \f-i::±^ 1:1 c:' l:'. 
Chemitii Airport 'i 10 Kespoodont MtniLL^enk-nt Ai: i 1:Jm 
iU'i-jx rioMluve-. im; ■ pl'^nbj; - enher a=- cr« 111 -. 1 : ■■■.■akei 

( m- as ■ 1 Iot ’a 0 .T - 1 1 a 1 ■ H: n i' ’ Mead o f ^ K i 1 ■. j I i.: 11 :_ ■„ 1 .1 ■■ 

Mains a> l" r i l: 1 riU m■' - i !CoKp.i|:d;rr'r M Sn 0 i;eme'i- is l eq-.. i ; . 
t]ie eor-e i ene'.i e 11 'pi ce ms mi -r:C Ic-e eonirac: ... 


a benarni name lender for the past 2 ] years. The cone erred 
cm p loyee worked from 9- 0 0 A \ I to 7 -00 PM. The wo rk 0 f 
the concerned employee eontsolted and supervised 
by Ihe Dy General Maitfi^e:- rtVuhnical) of the Respondent 
Management, The supervision unJ control is only wiih 
the Respondent Manai];-:nem i.vsn if the concerned 
employee wants to take sny leave for a day, the same ii 
informed to the Qy, General Mluui^ct [Technical) and only 
if he accords permission, concerned employee cun go 
on leave. Thus, the eon c Tried employee is only u 11 dec 
their direct control and s u pe^v is ion and executes ihc work 
The concerned employee execute the work iit variouK 
offices of the Respondent ManageitieiiL vL. m 
Meenarnbakkam^ Tirusniam and U^moi't. The Respondent 
Management maintain^ u .icparaic A!tendance Register 
for the concerned employe-,-. I'hu Kespondcm M 3 nogecnenl 
deducts Provident Fund f f-'■ i j. mounts from lhc: sahtx of 
the workman and is also p ml bonus hy the Respoudeni 
Mafia^ement every- year j- > en ! huogh. the eniiie pa> ment 
of salary is directly unde:' i:-c control die Respundunl 
\1^na^cmcnt H the CooUJLtu;- is kepi os on intermediary foi 
making the paymenl -mj .[.c work discJiarged by Uie 
LQticcrncd w orkman U peroo.al arid continuous in juunr^. 
For the past 21 years, me kespoudem Management 1 ^ 
denying him the reguku .-vnon under die specious plcu 
that the pciitkmer is a co!'.u:m employee T here to re. lhu 
so-ealted contract with M .- ronstruclioin til: 

ihc eii^cnienl of the jiT.iwned woi-kman N sham and 
jioniinal. Therefore, eng.ig:. e t ie etneemed xuiikm:ii' for 
lhu pennanyul work ufpl'.aiihino wl'-ieii is LMniiraidiLs Lind 
perennial in nature is lo d^>:;. dv beucIiK nl reguksi-^urien 
Uan unfair Itiboutv pniCTice Ike to nee rued employee h->> 
also cnmplelcd d L r.. ■■ i'eoniiiiroi^ seis fce i.-i 
2i cukiidncinonlh^ esou i=i !-".e yeur ilierclore. under 
S^ciiim-3 of the Tanui \.'.,r.\ ( on ferment ef Peiumne r 
Stylus U) Workm a n A c \.; I: e e. e ic.: r\: e,i w o rk n ui 111 * c 111 it I eei 
10 be made pem^nem ai-J deemed !n h.i\e Liltainid ;lv 
^ 1 LiLu^. Hence, 1 he peU 1 .e-n :r ■ num prnys dun ihe 
eoueerned employee's -.e^'ci :mr. be iVLiuhn/L-d -aitb 
consci|uentiul relief rre-ii- ihe dale uf'bis tDin^lel-o'i 
olMBO {3 lu s. 

4 . As agaiu^l lliU ii:e ffospendenr M-.uiiigemeiii m 
i L * Co u nter Si a( eriicn 1 u I! e :j l. =; 1 ! 1 e eo 11 ;:en 1 ed etnp! ny e c v 1 y. 
Sri. V. S>dvan i* only 11 ri : r.u:ia workman unending ihe 
minor plumbing works 1 1 k i-.ukk mp of nips. Anc^Ouaof 
leakages, re place men 1 oi" : . 11 _! - i r=^ thliuLis elu. F loweier. 
if tlifTe any [itiior ph.mniiie n;, ;ke Respondenl 

startugeinenl. Tbc iiinu- c mJd he nwrirdcLj to some 
contractor artcr follow ir- :!:- :en,ler piueeihire iidopied n; 
The Respondent M^n.n.L-i-i-rt. There fore, dieie is ro 
conuceiion nr ne*us beiwee.i ike ..hove suid coned led 
woi'kiiiars and Lhe Respoo-.k-= i Mmiuei-merii. ! be emoraci 
between tlie Kcspondeui : .i -eircni jno \] s. R-cssliu- 
Ctmtrucckins is still :--i in^ ;md Cnnlr.icior s:/ 
M-s FSlessinu CcuiMructii'!:-. w ike 10 hiive curried on tw 
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workman of his choice and the activities of the contract 
workman are controlled by M/& Blessing Construction*. 
The concerned employee is an employee of 
M/s, Blesssing Constructions and, therefore, there is no 
master-servant relationship exist between the Respondent 
Management and the concerned employee, The wages were 
paid to the concerned employee only by the Contractor, 
The contract given to M/s. Blessing Constructions was 
for a period of one year and tt was further extended 
subsequently. No, doubt, the Respondent Management's 
officials still make periodcaJ checks of (he work carried oul 
by the concerned employee and it ts also countersigned in 
the Log Book maintained in which the details of the work 
carried out are entered- But on that ground, it cannot be 
said that the control and supervision is with the Respondent 
Management. The Respondent Management, no doubt, 
maintains a Register but the said Register was maintained 
only for the issue os materials for carrying out the work by 
the Contractor herein, The Respondent Management holds 
a valid registration certificate under the Contract Labour 
(Regulation & Abolition) Act but there is no statutory or 
other legal obligation or compulsion to employee a Plumber 
by the Respondent Management. Therefore! the demand 
for regularization by ihe Petitioner Union le unsustainable 
and they are not emit led to any re lief The Petitioner U nion 
has also no locus-standi to espouse the cause of the 
contract workman in as much as the contract workman has 
not given any authorization to the Petitioner Union to 
represent him. The Respondent Management has got 
separate Recruitment Rules and if any vacancy arises in 
the Respondent Management in future, the concerned 
employee can apply and If he fulfills die eligibility criteria 
in Educational Qualification and Technical Qualification, 
Work Experience, Age* Community Status as per 
precedential directive, he may be considered. Hence, for all 
These reasonthe Respondent Management prays thal 
the claim may be dismissed with costs. 

5. Points for determination are : 

(i) Whether the demaud of the Petitioner Union 
thal Sri V, Selvan concerned employee 
recruited through M/s, Blessing Constructions 
may be regularized by the Respondent 
Management into their service is justified? 

(ii) To what re I icf the concerned work man Sri V. 
Selvan is entitled? 

6 . The Petitioner Union espouses the cause of one 
Sri Selvan who is working as a Plumber mthe Respondent 
Organization for regularization. The contention of the 
petitioner is that the concerned employee Selven has been 
working in the Respondent Management from the year 
1985 ihrough the so-called Contractor and even though 
the Contractors have changed from time to time, the 
concerned employee continued to work in the Respondent 
Management. Et is his further contention that the 


Respondent docs not have any other Plumber either as 
contract worker or as regular workman since the plumbing 
work is a continuous work and perennial in nature, the 
Respondent cannot employ contract worker for number of 
years and that too for more than 21 years. Instead of giving 
the concerned employee the regular status os Plumber, the 
Respondent is keeping him as so-called contract worker 
under a ben ami name lender for the post 21 years. On behalf 
of the petitioner, it is further alleged that the concerned 
employee reports for work in the general shift and he works 
from 9.00 AM to 7.00 PM His work b utidcrthe control and 
supervision of Py, General Manager (Technical) of the 
Respondent Management The Respondent officials directs 
the petitioner to work and only under their supervision 
and control the entire work of the petitioner take* place. 
Even if the petitioner wants to take leave for a day* the 
same is to be informed to the Dy. General Manager 
(Technical) and only if he accords permission, the petitioner 
can go on leave. The manner of execution of the work is 
only with the Respondent officials tMio will give directions 
everyday and only under their direct control and 
supervision the petitioner executes the work. Therefore, 
even if the Concerned workman is termed as contract 
employee in substance he Is working only under rhe direct 
control and supervision of the Respondent Management 
and the so-called Contractor is only a name lender only 
engagd for the purpose of making payment of salary. Thus, 
the so-called contract with the Contractor for engagement 
of the concerned workman is sham and nominal* But on 
behalf of the Respondent, it is contended that the 
concerned employee* no doubt doing plumbing work but 
he is only a contract workman attending to minor plumbing 
works like replacement of taps, arresting of leakage* and 
replacement of plumbing fittings. Further, there is no 
prohibition to employ contract worker for such works, under 
such circumstances it cannot be said that the contract 
entered into with the Contractors for this minor plumbing 
work is sham and nominal. It is also false to contend that 
the control and supervision of the work of the concerned 
employee is with the Respondent Management and there 
is no master-servant relationship existing between the 
Respondent Management and the concerned employee. 
No doubi, the contract to plumbing work was given for I 
year and it was extended far further years but il is not 
known lo the Rcspoondent Authorities whether the 
Contractor has engaged the particular person for plumbing 
work as such. Even though, the concerned employee was 
engaged by the Contractor and even though the Contractor 
has changed year afteT year, it canfwt be said that the 
concerned employee is To be regularized in the service of 
the Respondent Management, ii is further contention of 
the Respondent that the Respondent Authority has got 
separate rules and regulation* for recruitment and They 
have also separate procedure Tor recruitment of regular 
employees, there is no statutory or other legal obligation 
or compulsion to employ a Plumber by the Respondent 
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Management;, therefore, the demand of regularization h 
unsustainable and, therefore, the concerned employee is 
not entitled to gel any relief, fa order to establish his case 
that the petitioner is working in the Respondent 
Management, the petitioner has examined himself as WW1 
and produced Ex, W l to Ex. W6 r Ex. W1 is the copy of the 
for requisition of extension of validity of the concerned 
employee's photo pass from 1985 to 1991. Ex W2 is the 
copy of the application for issuance of photo pass from 
the period 2004-2006 and Ex. W3 is the copy of the entry 
permit of the concerned employee from the period 2003- 
2004. Ex. W4 is the copy of the Wage Register for the month 
of August 2005 and Ex. W5 is the copy of the Wage Register 
for the month of September 2005 and Ex. W6 is the copy of 
the registration for properties and facilities department for 
the Plumbing Section, By producing these documents, the 
concerned employee has stated that he worked In ihc 
Respondent Management from 9.00 AM to 7,00 PM and he 
worked under the supervision and control of Dy. General 
Manager (Technical) and the so-called Contractor will never 
interfere with his work and he has never come to the work 
Spot. It is his further evidence that he is only Plumber who 
is engaged by the Respondent through the so-called 
Contractor who is only a name lender. The Respondent 
Management alone deducted teh PF amounts from his 
salary and he was paid bonus by the Respondent 
Authorities, The so-called Contractor is kept as an 
intermediary for making the payment of wages and he never 
directs or supervises the work. Thus, he has been working 
for more Than 21 years under the Respondent Corporation 
and thus he has acquired the necessary knowledge, 
expertise in the field and he Is fully qualified to be employed 
as a Plumber In the Respondent Corporation, On behalf of 
the petitioner it is contended the concerned employee is 
now45 years old and he is overaged to get employment in 
any other establishment and at this distance and time ifhis 
services are not regularized under the specious ground 
that his employment is only through the Contractor, then 
he will be put to great hardship and irreparable loss would 
be caused to him. As against this on the side of the 
Respondent, one Revatht Gopatan who is the Asstr. 
Manager (HRD) of the Respondendent Management was 
examined as MW I and though one Ayyaswami was 
examined as MW2 and though the Respondent 
Management has marked Ex,M24 to Ex M30 through the 
said witnesses, the said witness was not present for cross- 
examination and, therefore, it is argued by Lhe petitioner 
that his evidence should not be considered for this case. It 
was recorded as such and on that score, his evidence was 
not considered for the trial in this case, On the side of the 
Respondent, 39 documents were marked. Out of that Ex,M24 
to Ex.M30 were marked through one Ayyaswami and was 
not present for cross-examination and h therefore, not 
considered. Ex. M l _ Ex. M2 are the copies of the certificate 
of registration given by the labour authorities under 
Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act and Ex. 


M3. Ex,M7 and Ex ,M 14 a re til e copies of c be contract gi ven 
to the Blessing Constructions lor plumbing contract and 
extension of the contract. Ex. MJ h Ex. M 3, Ex. VI10, Ex, M ] 2, 
Ex-M15 P Ex-MIT, Ex.M19and Ex. M21 arc the copies oft be 
bills raised by the said Contractor M : 's Blessing 
Constructions,Ex.M5 h Ex.\19_Hx.M11, Ex.Ml3, Ex.Ml8. 
Ex.M20 and Ex, M22 are to e copies o f the payment made b> 
the Respondent Authority to the Contractor, Ex. MG is the 
copy of the ESI Remittance tor May and June, 2004 and toe 
witness examined on the side of the Respond™ viz. ihc 
As sit Manager (HRD) deposed chat the concerned 
employee was employed under M. ,: s. Blessing 
Constructions, Contractor and the contract entered into 
between the Respondent Management wltIi the Blessing 
Constructions is genuine and tire concerned employee was 
not under the direel control and supervision of the 
Respondent Management. The concerned employee was 
doing minimum plumbing work and they paid wage? to ilic 
concerned employee directly and there is no sanctioned 
post in their Department as ,, l 1 lmmber ,L and the concerned 
employee was supervised only by ihc Contractor and not 
by the Respondent Management it is her further evidence 
in case a regular post has been sanctioned for plumbing 
work* they have to Follow toe recruitment procedure for 
that appointment. It is her admission in the cross- 
examination that from the year 1985 the minor plumbing 
work were done by one Plumber though they have given 
plumbing contract to various persons. This witness, tonugli. 
has stated that the concerned employee is only a conirau 
employee, she has stated m [be cross-examination that 
she did not know whether anybody from the Contractors 
concerned has come to the Airport or not and she further 
slated that she did not know personally lhe plumbing work 
done by the concerned employee in the Respondents 
premises. With this evidence, the learned counsel for ilic 
Petitioner contended fruit Though the Respondent 
Authoriiitos have produced a copy of the contract and 
also the copy of the hill and Termed tile control and 
supervision is only with the Respondent Authorities and 
the so-called Contractor never entered into lhe premises of 
the Respondent and supervised the work of the concerned 
employee. It is Further argued that such a big concern vi/„ 
Air India has not employed j regular staff tor plumbing 
work which is continuous and perennial in nature though 
il is admitted by them that the concerned employee is 
working from the year 1985 and though it is proved that he 
is working from 9 . 00 AM in 7.00 PM round the dock, the 
Respondent Authorities have nut taken an^ step to 
regularize his services on the ground tliul there is no regular 
post for Plumber, llconnol be mi id tout the work ot'pi Limbing 
is sporadic, it is continuous and perennial in nanire. under 
such circumstance*, the Respondent Authorities is 
denying lhe regularization only to deny the bejicfics to ihc 
concerned employee. "He further relied on the ruling imported 
in 2000 SCC (L&S) 884 GB PANT UNIVERSITY f)l : - 
AGRICULTURE & '[ mi SOI OGY« PANTNAGAK. 
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NAIN1TAL VS. STATE OF UP AND OTHERS wherein 
"the appellant University which is a residential university 
had J 4 hostels and a Cefkterla to provide food services to 
the hostels and others. There were J 75 employees working 
in that Cafeteria when these employees claimed 
regularization of their services as employees of the 
University The Labour Court declared them to be regular 
employees of the University from the date of the award 
and held them entitled to received the same salary and 
other benefits as the other regular employees of the 
university. Even the High Court in the Writ Petition upheld 
the Labour Court's award When the matter came up before 
the Supreme Court the University contended it was only 
the Food Committee and not the University which had a 
role in the matter and control of the Cafeteria and the 
employees of the Cafeteria were not appointed by the 
University and that there was no budgetary allocation in 
the budget of the Uftiverstty to meet the expenses of the 
salari^ if the Cafeteria employees and further contended 
that the emplaces of Cafeteria were not the employees of 
the University but the Supreme Court dismissed their 
contention. The two conventional tests of implicit 
obligation and factors of overall control and supervision 
by the University stands satisfied and the legal 
responsibility cannot be shifted as contended the 
University and regularized their services hr 

But against this, the learned counsel for the 
Respondent contended b 2006 4 SCC l SECRETARY* 
STATE OF KARNATAKA VS, UMADEVI AND OTHERS, 
the Supreme Court has dearly stated “the High Courts 
and Supreme Court should never issue directions for 
regularization, permanent continuation or absorption 
without referring to the legal position obtaining thereby, 
and which have been relied cn by the respondent 

employees to claim the same relief . It further heid 

"persons who get employed without the following of a 
regular procedure or even through the backdoor or on 
daily wages have been approaching the courts , seeking 
direction^ to make them permanent in their pasts and to 
prevent regular recruitment to the posts concerned and 
the courts have occasionally even stayed the regular 
process of employment being set in motion and in some 
cases even directed that these illegal, irregular or 
Improper entrants be absorbed into service A class of 
employment which can only be called "litigious 
employment yr has risen like a phoenix seriously impairing 

the constitutional scheme . it is not as if the person 

who accepts an engagement either temporary or casual 
in nature is not aware aflhe nature of his employment. He 
accepts the employment with wide open eyes It may be 
true that he is not in a position lo bargain net at arm s 
length since he might have been searching for some 
employment so as to eke out his livelihood and accepts 
whatever he gets, Bui on that alone, it would not be 
appropriate to Jett is ion the constitutional scheme of 


appointment, perpetuate illegalities and to take ihe view 
that a person who was temporarily or casualty got 
employed should be directed to be continuedpermanently. 
By doing so r it will be creating another mode of public 
employment which b not permissible". The Supreme Court 
further observed M the courts must be careftl in ensuring 
that they do not interfere unduly with the economic 
arrangement of its affairs by the State or its instrumentalities 
or lend themselves the instruments to facilitate the 
bypassing of the constitutional and statutory mandates, 
thus, when there is no sanctioned post and when there is 
no provision to employ a contract labour, tn this case merely 
because the concerned employee was worked for more 
number of years, it cannot be contended thauhis services 
should be regularized in the Respondent Management, 
Though, I find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Again the learned counsel for 
the petitioner relied cm the ruling reported in recent 
judgement of the Supreme Court in CDJ 2007 SC 1133 UP 
STATE ELECTRICITY BOARD Vs, POQRAN CHANDRA 
PANDEY AND OTHERS wherein the Supreme Court had 
as an occasion to consider Umadevrs case and held 
“learned counsel for the Respondent has relied upon the 
decision of this Court in Secretary. State of Karnataka 
and Others Kt. Umadevi 2006 4 SSC f and has rated that 
no direction for regularization can be given by ihe Court. 
Further, the decision in Umadevi's castf is clearly 
distinguishable. The said decision cannot be applicable 
to a case where regularization has been sought jiv in 

pursuant to Article 14 of the Constitution . Hence 

in our opinion Umadevi's case ccnwof he applied 
mechanically without seeing the facts of a particular t use 
os a little difference in fact can make Umadevi >■ case 
inapplicable to the facts of that case The learned counsel 
for the petitioner contended that in this case the petitioner 
has produced documents to show that from ihe year I9H5 
he has worked as a Plumber in ihe Respondent 
Management and there was no other Plumber either 
contract labour or regular workman as a Plumber in the 
Respondent Authority and though all along the 
Respondent Authority has treated him as contract labour 
but it is only the Respondent Authorities who has 
supervised the work of the concerned employee and 
controlled the said person- Under such circumstances, it is 
clear ihe prayer for regularization is to be given to the 
concerned employee. 

g r 1 find much force in the contention or the learned 
counsel for the petitioner because in this case a big concern 
like Air India has employed the concerned employee for 
more than 21 years for their continuous and perennial work 
of plumbing but for wage, a Contractor was engaged us an 
intermediary for the payment of salary alone. On the other 
hand* the control and supervision of the concerned 
employee is with the Respondent Authorities. Since the 
Plumber work of the buildings of the Respondent Authority 
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was done only by the concerned employee and without 
his work, the plumbing was not done by any other person, 
under such circumstances, I am of the opinion that this is a 



labour authorities under 
Contract Labour (Refutation 
fit Abolition) Act. 

fit case for regularization of services of the concerned 
employee. As such, J find this point in favour of ihe 
Petitioner Union, 

Ex M3 

19-09-2003 

Contract given to the 2nd 
Respondent for the period 
0l-!G-2003 to50-09-2004. 

Point Nt>. 2 

The next point to be decide in this case is to what 

ExM4 

01-Q7-20<M 

Bill raised by the 2nd 
Respondent 

re lief the concerned employee is entitled to? 

9. In view of my findings that the demand of the 

ExMJ 

03-07-2004 

Payment made by the 1st 
Respondent 

Petitioner Union to regularize the servies of the petitioner 
is justified. The prayer of the Petitioner Union is 10 be 

EjlM6 

29-06-2004 

ESI Remittance (May, 2004 to 
June 2004) 

allowed. The next thing to be decided is from which date 
regularization has to be given. Since the Petitioner Union 

Ex.M7 

02-09-2004 

Extension of contract from 

M 0-2004 to 3 0-09-2005 

has raised this dispute only in 2005,1 find his services is to 
be regularized frntn the date of award* 

Ex. M8 

01-10-2004 

Rill raised by the 2nd 
Respondent 

10- Thus the reference is disposed of accordingly. 
(Dictated to the P.A. transcribed and typed by him. 

Ex.M9 

11-10-2004 

Payment made by the 1 st 
Respondent 

corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 10th July, 2008) 

Ex.MIO 

' 01-0(2-2005 

Mill raised by the 2nd 
Respondent 

K. J A YA RAMA N. Presid i ng O STicer 

Witness Examined. 

Ex.Mll 

02-02-2005 

Payment made by the 1 st 
Respondent 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner : WW] Sri V, Set van 

For the 2nd Party/Petitioner : MW1 Smt. Revathi 

Ex M12 

01-04-2005 

Bill raised by the 2nd 
Respondent 

Gtipalan 

MW ! Sri S. lyyaswami 

EX.M13 

04-04-2005 

Payment made by the 1st 
Respondent 

Documents Marked; 

On the petitioner's side 

Ex. No. Date Description 

Ex M14 

26-09-2005 

Contract given in the 2nd 
Respondent form 

1-10-2005 tn?O-09-2U0ti, 

Ex. W1 - Request for exlension of 

validity of petitioners photo 

Ex .MIS 

05-12-2005 

Bill raised by the 2nd 
Respondent 

pass from the period from 1985 
upto 1991 

Ex.MIG 

05-12-2005 

Puymenl made by the 1 st 
Respondent 

Ex, W2 - Applications for issuance of 

photo pass from the period 

Ex.MI7 

01-02-2006 

Bill raised by the 2nd 
Respondent 

from 2004 up to 2006 

Ex W3 - Entry permit of the petitioner 

Ex.MIS 

01-02-2006 

Fay merit made by the 3 si 
Respondent 

from the period 2003 upto 2004 

Ex W4 Aug, 2005 Wage Register 

Ex.MI9 

03-04-2006 

B i 1! ra i sod by i he 2nd 
Respondent 

ExW5 Sept. 2005 Wage Register 

Ex, W6 - Copy or the registration for 

properties and facilities 

Ex.M20 

04-04-2006 

Payment made hy the 1st 
Respondent 

department for the Plumbing 
Section, 

Ex,M2l 

01-06-2006 

Bill raised by (he 2nd 
Respondent 

On the Management's side 

Ex No. De scription 

Ex.M22 

02-06-2006 

Payment made hy the lt( 
Respondent 

Ex M l 26-03-2001 Copy ofthc certificate of 

registration given by the 
labour authorities under 

Contract Labour (Refutation 
& Abolition) Act, 

Ex.M23 

29-07-2005 

JU beiween Air India and 
Blevins* Cunslructions and 
Chennai Airport Con true < 
Workers Union regularization 
of Mr. V Sc J van. 

Ex. M2 09-12-1986 Copy of th e certi 11 cate of 

registration given by the 

Ex.M24 

27-04-2001 

3 cult frum Employers 
federation nflndia reg. EPf. 
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DtM25 
EXM26 

ExM27 

EkM» 

ExM» 

Ex.M30 


22-11-2001 Letter (him 1st Respondent to 
the Commissioner, £pR 

21-01-2002 Letter written by 1st 
Respondent regarding 
applicability of provisions of 
EPF to casuals at Chennai, 

(6-03-2007 Letter Written by 1st 
Respondent regarding 
applicability of provisions of 
EPF to casuals ait Chennai. 

02-11-2006 Letter from 2nd Respondent 
requesting to release PF/ 
Bonus, 

03-11-2006 Stamped Receipt from Mr. 
Selvam. 

03-11-2006 Letter from 1st Respondent to 
Manager (Finance) for refund 
of Bonus to Mr. Selvam. 


12 3PTO! p 20O8 
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*im\ 2/54/2003) ^ M^hlfvicl ‘STcff f d 
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New Delhi* the 12th August, 2008 
S.O* 2629,—^In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No, 2/54 of 
2003) of the Centra] Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court No. 2, Mumbai now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial dispute between the employers In relation to the 
management of M/s. Jet Airways Ltd. and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 12-08- 
2008. 

[Fh No. L-l 1012/340003-111(0-1)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL N*2, MUMBAI 
PRESENT 

A. A, Lid k Presiding Officer 
REFERENCE No, CCtT-2/54 of 2003 
Employers Relation to the Management of M/s. Jet 
Airways 

The General Manager (HR) 

M/s. Jet Airways (I) Pvt. Ltd. 

41/42, Maker Chambers-Ill, 

Nariman Point, Mumbai-40002 ] 


And Their Workmen 

The General Secretary 

Bhaitiya Kamgar Karamchari Mahasangh 

9, NavalkarLane* 1st Floor, 

Prartftwia Samaj, Girgaum, 

Mumbai400004 

APPEARANCES: 

Forth* Employer Mr. Abhay Kulkami. 

Advocate 

For the Workmen . Mt.AhP Kulkami h 

Advocate, 

Mumbai, Dated, 26th June, 2008 

AWARD PART-1 

The Government of India* M i ititfry of Labour, by its 
Order No. L-l 1012/34/2003-JR(C-l) dated 22*08*2003 in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (I) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

"Whether the action of the management of M/s. Jet 
Airways (India) Pvt, Ltd,, to dismiss Shri Sunil Sonu 
Satale, J A/2453/BOM from service w,e h £ 7-8-2002 is 
legal and justified? If not h to what relief is the 
workman entitled?' 1 

2 . Clahn statement is filed at Ex-6 by the union making 
out case thaL concerned workman Sunil Sonu Satale joined 
first party as a Labour*cum-C leaner in Cabin Appearance 
Department on 05-05 -199L He was served with chargesheel 
dated 01-12-2001 on allegation of absenteeism without 
permission or sanction. The allegation levelled against 
concerned workman was absence without sanction of the 
first party. The allegations in the chargesheet are cooked 
up by first party against concerned workman. No 
opportunity was given to concerned workman to explain 
about his absenteeism. The Inquiry Officer was biased. He 
gave perverse findings and he did not consider the 
doeumenls given by second party. The misconduct of 
absenteeism was not of that serious nature lo remove the 
employee from employment. The decision taken by first 
party was taken just to remove ihe workman from the 
employment. So t( is submitted that, the enquiry shown 
conducted against concerned workman be declared not 
fair and proper and findings perverse on which basis he 
was terminated. 

3, This is disputed by first party by filing reply 
Ex-8 making out case that, reference is not maintainable. It 
is stated that, concerned workman was taken as Loader- 
cum-Cleaner in Cabin Appearance Department. He did not 
perform his duties satisfactorily. He was not punctual in 
work. By charge sheet dated 0 M2-2001 p charge of40 days 
absenteeism betw een the period 01-06-2001 to 30-09-2001 
was levelled against him. Enquiry was conducted by 
following Principles of Natural Justice and by giving full 
opportunity to workman. Even opportunity was given to 
concerned workman to make his submission and put up 
his defence. He was also allowed to lead evidence and 
after considering the evidence, the Inquiry Officer gave 
findings holding him guilty of misconduct of absentee ism. 
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Since concerned workman was not interested in the work 
and was in hahit of remaining absent unauthorised 
frequently, it is submitted that, dismal issued against him 
does not require interference. 

4 r Union filed rejoinder at Ex-10 which deny (he 
at Legations of First party. 

5. in view of above pleadings, iss ties wc rc framed at 
Ex-17 of which issues nos. I & 2 are treated as preliminary 
issues which are answered as follows: 

Issues Findings 

(i) Is enquiry fair and proper? Enquiry is feir and proper. 

(ii) is finding perverse? Findings not perverse 

Reasons 

Issue no, I : 

6. Second party has challenged the enquiry stating 
that, enquiry was. not fair and proper whereas first party 
made out case that the concerned workman was; given 
opportunity'to lead evidence and participate in the enquiry. 
To support that second party examined the workman 
concerned at Ex-3 8 who make out griveanccs as slated 
above, In the cross he states (hat, he was given charge 
sheet dated I -12 -2001 E-leu nab lc to state whel h u r he gave 
detailed reply or not. He admits that. Inquiry Officer gave 
t im el o fi !c rep I y. 1 [ e adm its th at, opportun iiy wu s g i ve \\ co 
take represen tat i ve o t' h i s ch o ice. H e further si ales thul, fie 
did not demand any particular representative since he wnt 
not having idea that he can demand so. He states lhai, 
people were ta !k mg in M arath i i n the enq ui ry bu t Ji c h as ruj 
idea in which language proceeding was wriuen. He admits 
that, proceeding was explained to him. He admit* that ofl 
documents were served on him. He admitslhah he had not 
demanded any other document. He admits that, he had no 
idea to cross-examine the witnesses. He admits that, he 
was absent during the period mentioned in (he charge shed. 
He states that h he has filed documents on ih H u but his easy 
is that I hose were not considered by the Inquiry 011 leer 
He states that, he has not cross-examined witness because 
he had no idea that he can do like that. F ie admits dial he 
has no complaint aboul enquiry and he closed evidence 
by filing purshis Ex- 19. Aguinslthal, first party chose nol 
to lead evidence on point of enquiry and perversity of 
findings. 

7. Second parly submitted Written Argument at 
Ex-20 and first party sat Ex-21. If we peruse enquir* 
proceedings filed at Ex-13 by the firs! parly we find, said 
enquiry proceeding runs from page 1 to 39. In the copy of 
e nq u i ry proceed i ngs at iuj m her o f p bees we fi nd si gi lli i u re 
of the workman, in the cross this witness at page 1(3 on d 11 
admits that he has no evidence to show (hat he informed 
about his absenteeism. Even he admits thul, salary wax not 
paid to him of these absem days. E le also admits that, he 
did not complain about salary deducted about absenteeism. 
Charge sheet shows he remained absent for 40 days from 
June, 2001 to September, 2901. He has adm ilted that position. 
In the reply to the charge sheet, it appears that he ha* 
informed (hat when he was sick from l4thto Itfth June he 


noted hb brother's daughter Priyanka fell sick and so he 
hud to take her lo hospital. There was no improvement and 
so he unable to attend rhe office as nobody was in the 
house to take care uf Pj-iyanka, Then about Augusl 
absenteeism he states that, he received one notice from 
Dy. Ca Hector Office, Mul und and to attend it he went there. 
So by that reply, he alrnosi admitted absenteeism, lie has 
also not examined any witnesses on his behalf though he 
produced number of copies of case papers of Pri yank a. lie 
got opportunity tp explain about his absenteeism and by 
enquiry it reveals that, sufficient opportunity was given to 
second party to explain about his absenteeism. Even in 
cross he admitted enquiry. He admits that, opportunity 
was given to him. So change of absenteeism when levelled 
against second party ami when he admits it, in my 
considered view nothing more required lo prove. Besides 
citation referred by first party's Advocate if looked in, I 
find those are on punishment ■.shich cun not he considered 
atthis stage. While answering question no. 4 in the enquiry 
proceeding, page LO Ex-!.*, hv admits that he has not 
submitted leave application Lind admits that, he informed 
on telephone. When date uas asked oflelephone he stales 
that, he does not remember ihe dale. While answering 
Question no, IGpage 11 ofcnqtury proceedings he admits 
that, he refrained absent for 40 dLLys. When he adm its that, 
he remained obsenl for 40 days and when charge of 
absenteeism is levelled as for misconduct, in my considered 
view, nothing more reLp.it red to conclude that, charge nas 
proved against concerned uoikmun. After all. whai is 
enquiry-? According to tiu-. enquiry ls opportunity to ihe 
person against whom ehargi> me levelled. EI ere concerned 
workman admits that he wn* nbseru. Charge was of 
absenteeism treating as a mi scon duet when ib admitted by 
the concerned workman. E ci include tlut. enquiry is Itnr 
and proper and answer foi^ issue m the affirm ante. 

Issue no, 2 ; 

S. On the basis ot enquiry enndnClcd. Inquiry Officer 
observed he is guilty of mnanidocl of nbsemcuisni. lie 
has given findings from p:igc 41 to 44 with fix-13.1 lu ha* 
described the charge meutiuned in Lhe situcmcnt made by 
concerned workman anti explanation given hy concerned 
workman. The charge was ol absenteeism treating as 
misconduct from June and on that Inquiry OIIillt 
observed concerned workman guilty of charge of 
absen tec ism. Whc li cli a i ye . ■. as ;n Em i[ t ed by i h e to ueen i ed 
workman and it is pmwn fo.it he absent during thai 
period as mentioned m tf.iiige foeet. E have to conclude 
that findings are noi per wise 

9, In view ofdiscou.'okms made above, 1 conclude 
(inquiry is fair and proper ami find my snot per wise t lenue 
the order: 

Olihlk 

([) Enquiry is fail cuuL proper. Findings not perverse. 

HU Both to pnriicipuU 1 inihc reforente on qourumn 

of punishment, 

Dsite; 26 -Q 6 - 2 CX 1 S 

..... 
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JMtout ^ ^ 393^ ^ frife sfltlPRT fetK # 

+ihk alWlPpp aifVwT/sw ’=3iT*Uvni fli. 1 , n^ws; ^ 
"TOE C?M tf. 32/1997 ) U4lftM TTift t, tsft ^^ft 
13-08-2008 3JM 55 m *TT I 

[*l W-20012/452£5~3l&m0d-1) ] 

+4f> rrai 1518, ^Rfcwil 

New Delhi, the 13th August, 2008 

S.O. 2630.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref, No. 32/ 
1997) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, No. 1, Dhanbad now as shown in the 
Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of M/s. ECL's Ltd, and 
their workman, which was received by the Centra! 
Government on 13-08-2008. 

[No. L-200 12/452/95-1 Rj(C-I)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS. Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
1NDUSTR1ALTRLBUN A L NO. t AT DH A NBA!) 

PRESENT 

Shri H.M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 10(lXd} 
ofthel.D, Act., 1947 - 

Reference No, 32 of 1997 

PARTIES: M/s.ECL'sBarakar 

Engineering works and their 
workmen. 

APPEARANCES 

On behalf of the workmen None. 

On behalf of the employers Mr. B.M. Prasad, 

Advocate. 

State ; Jharkhand Industry: Coat. 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 29 th July, 2008 


AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under Section 
I0(l(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order 
No. L-20012/4J2/95-1R(Coal-l), dated, the T4th January. 
1947, 

SCHEDULE 

“'Whether the demand by the Union for the 
employment of the dependent of Late Brahmadeo 
Singh i s Legal and justified ? If so, to what rel ief is the 
dependent entitled?” 

2. In this case neither the concerned workman nor 
his representative appeared before this Tribunal inspilc of 
issuance of notices to them. Management, however, made 
appearance through their authorised representative. 

Since the concerned workman has failed to appear 
before this Tribunal inspite of issuance of notices, a ‘No 
Dispute" Award is passed in this case presuming nor, 
existence of any Industrial Dispute between the parties. 

H. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 


^W P 13 *^,21)08 

3JT, 2631.—ta 3Tftrfwr h 1947 
(1947 |4) 17 ^ ^ TREK 

A ^ w [h4U+T 

^ ^ tJ stkilfh* fw; 

■riWlf'i-Ti Phcti^ nriie 

WH 24/1999 ) jwiTim ^ 

^ 13-0S-20DS *TT I 

[ htt. ^-30001 imm-wtm HfM ) ] 

New Delhi* the L3ch August* 200£ 

S.O, 2631.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Cenlra] 
Government hereby publisher the award (Ref. No, 
24 /} 999) 0 f the Centra I Government I ndu^iri al Tribunal/ 
Labour Court Kolkata now as shown in the Annesure, in 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of M/s. IBF Company and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on I3-0S-2Q0S. 

[No. L-30W12/79/98-1EUOI)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEPOR F, THE COVERNM FAT 1NIH/5TRIAL 
TRIBUNAL AT KOLKATA 

Reference Ni*. 24 of 199^ 

PARTIES; EMPLOYERS IN RELATION TOTHF. 

M AN AC E M FIYT OF IBPCOM PAJVY 

AND 

Chiuaranjan Nath 

PRESENT: 

Mr Justice C.P. MISHKA, Presiding Officer 
APPEARANCES 

On behal f o f | he M ra. S, Banerj ee, A d vocal cr. 

Management 

Oft behalf of the : None. 

L 

Wbfkkman 

Stare ; West Bcnga!. Industry: Petroicum 

Dated : 29th July. -ZOOK. 

award 

By Order No. 1,-3000]2/79/934R (C -\) dated 
06*07-1099 theGovcmuienr of India. Ministry of Labour in 
exercise of its powers under Section lO(lXd)) and t2A) of 
the I rad lls-Lt i g I Dispute* Ace. 1947 referred the foil owing 
dispute to [his Tribunal for adjudication : 

Ll Whether the demand ot'Siiri Chittaranjati Nut In hut 
he had worked m !BP Company from 06-05-1991 to 
31-03-1996 is correct ? Tfsu, whether tenmmcilion <?f 
h i s ssrv i csr w.e. f 0 ! *04-19 96 i s I ega l and j lesi i fled ?! f 
ncu, what re lief be rs cm bled io^ L 

2- When the cast is called ou[ today, none appears 
for the wttkman nor any srep h taken on his behalfm 
proceed \*h the reference. Management, however. ;s 
represented by tis learned Advocate, who ha* a rated that 
front (he conduct of the workman it is clear that he Inis 3c^t 
his interest in this case, lie has prayed for disposal eft he 
reference by passing a ,L No Dispute 7 ' Award. It appear* 
from the record dial the parties have completed their 
pleadings and the workman was to lead evidence. Hut, 
instead of doing so adjournments wus being taken from 
time to Lime on various grounds, Ultimately, from 
14-6-2005 the learned Advocate on recurd for the workman 
stopped appealing. Several norices werv issued to the 
workman intorminghim about the date fixed for his evidence, 
but those notices were all renamed with tlie endorsement 
of die postal iiLiihuriiy as nor claimed. It is 3 therefore, clear 
thai the workman is no longer interested to proceed wiili 
the present reference and there is no use in keeping the 
reference pending further. 

3. In the circumstance, this Tribunal has no other 
alternative but to dispose of the present reference bv 


passing a Ll No Dispute" A urn i d A* such, a r \o Dispute" 
Award i* passed and the reference is disposed of. 

C r\ VfSSMKA, Presiding Officer 

Dared, Kulkuta 
‘Die 29th July, 20QB. 

i - sT^FT.iOOSi 

'Til. ’STT, 2632 l --- ;7T^fTT^ 37T *4 1 d * H, I 94 7 

(1947 |4) t|TCT ;? ^ S^pT^T ^ 

4 ^t.Tfr^tr^r. f^r. ^ frinran *tr 

Tp^rpr aWiRi* srftraTror* ^ t i. I . y>n 3|< 3T 

TWR (TJ^sf F©TT 10f).-2i|fi: 1 Trarf?RT cFTifr 
[3-f)K-:oii^ Tim 1^1 At \ 

13JFI-2l)s'I] 2 2C1 ■■ 2i300 2Hf ;i*[J (TT- | i : 

'Tf| *TTTT SrfWTC 

New Delhi. the I 3 m August, 20b£ 

S.O. 2632,—In pursuance of Section L7 ul'tlie 
Industrial Dispute.? Aei, 194'? fe4 of 1947 j l the Central 
Up overnmerit hereby pijhlfekc* the award (kef \o. 

100.2002) □ f the Ct ntra l CTh.i^ emment 1 ndustri;i I ! i ihtuiuI 
Labour Court No. 1 Dh-miud now ;is shown m ihc 
annexure. in Industrial Dispute hut ween the employers in 
relation to the management ot M >. EK.'Cl. Ltd. msd their' 
workman, which was received bv the Cejiiral Govern mom 
on 13-08-200&. 


(Nu. r.-2iXli:'2(>5 ZO(jt)-IR((. -l)j 
SN'I-.D I.AtA JAWAS. Desk Dlliccr 

A\NKXI."EIF 


BEFORK T1 IF CENT HA L (i( >V F RNM KM 
IfNDLiSTRrALTIllBL. NAL M>. I AT DMANMAI) 

misvxv 

ShnHhMr S1NCIL Fresiding Officer 

Infhe matter of an InduMiin] Disp'.no under Sceiinn l()f I ul) 
oflhcLD. Ack 1947. 

Reference\ru 100 of 2002 

PARTIFS: Employers i w re U :tK? the ir.a 11 ugcinon 

of \ u d k'h l : rk oc C o\ I i e Ly' a I" M .s, (_X. 3. 

and (heir workman. 


APPFAHAINCKS 


On bchalfoDhe 
workmFin 
On behalf of the 
employers 

Slate: Jharkhand 


Mr'. K. ("Inikravorty, 
Advnciiic. 

Mr. L'.N. I .iiL Advoo-uc. 


Jndu^tiy : Cnal. 


Daled; Dhanbad, the 2Sih July, 200 1 
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AWARD 

The Govt of India, Ministry of Labour, in exercise of 
the powers conferred on them under Section 10( 1 )(d) 
of the I, D, Act, 1947 has referred the following dispute 
to this Tribunal For adjudication vide their Order No. 
L-20012/205/2QMM.R, (C-1) T dated, the 11th 
September, 2002, * 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the claim oT^the BCKU from the 
management of BCCL, Bfock-11 Area, Nudkhurki 
Colliery that the workman Shri Mitan Mishra should 
have been referred to the Medical Board for 
determination of his age before superannuating him 
w.e.f. 1-7-1999 and the demand that the workman 
may be reinstated into service till attainment of the 
age of superannuation* is just, fair and legal? if so, to 
what rel ief is the workman enl itled?* h 

2 . In this case both the parties appeared and filed 
their respective W,S. documents etc. Subsequently at the 
stage of hearing Ld Advocate for the workman by filing a 
petition has submitted io pass a 4 No dispute' Award on 
the ground thai the concerned workman involved in this 
case is not interested to proceed with the hearing of this 
case. 

Perused the petition and heard both sides. 

Since the concerned workman is not interested to 
proceed with the hearing of this case a 'No dispute' Award 
is passed in this case presuming non-existence or any 
industrial dispute between the parties, 

H.M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
^ Rrrni, 13 wiwi, 2008 

^T, 3TT, 2633.—JHWlPl* 3lfklft*Pr r 1947 

< 1947 14) ^fr Wl 17 ^ "R W5W. 

4 Rt.ljl.lft.i55T. % ^ ‘SRRifa ^ flTO 3^1 

^ RtR xf fnR'i afliilPldi ftRTR *¥ ^’Sl t l 

tl4<Mt 3?UilPl4i 34f e t'M'J|/#JT 7k 

(*M Wi 149/2001 ) ^ H*lfohl Rf# t. Rff 
m&R 13-08-2008 TORT «IM 

[Tl. T55T-200l2/ft7/2001-3|r|31F (^rt-l)J 

elm RRRTj MfMq,n1 

New Delhi, the 13th August, 2008 

S.O. 2633.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award {Ref. No. 
149/2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court No 1, Dhanbad now as shown in the 
annexure. in Industrial dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of M/s. BCCL Ltd, and their 


workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 13-08*200®. 

[No. L-200I2W7/20D) 1R,(C-1)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS. Desk Officer 

ANNEXllRE 

BETQRE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1 AT DHANBAD. 

PRESENT 

ShriH. M. Singh, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section lOOXd) 
of the LD. Act, 1947. 

Reference No, 149 or 2001 

Parties : Employers in relation to the management 

of Kustore Kshetra of M/s. B.C.C.L. and 
their workmen. 

Appearances 

: Mr, D, K, Verma, 

Advocate 

; . Mr. Ram Ratan Ram, 

General Secretary, 

B.M.U. 

State: Jharkhand : Industry: Coal- 

Dated t Dhanbad, the 29th July, 2000. 

AWARD 

The Govt, of India. Ministry of Labour, in exercise 
of the powers conferred on them under Section 
fO(IXd) of the t.D, Act, 1947 has referred the 
following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication 
vide their OrderNo. L-20012/87/200 l-(C-1), dated the 
24th May, 2001. 

scheduu: 

KYA MESSRS BHARAT COKING COAL I.1M ITED 
KUSTORE KSHETRA KEY PRAVANDHTANTRA 
DWARA SHR1 SURESH PASWAN EVAM 98 
A ANYA KARMKARON (SUCH I SAN L AON A 
HAINj KO LOADER KEY RUUPMEYNIYAMITA 
NA KIYA JANA TATHA SEVA SEY HATA D1YA 
JANA SAHI, VIDHIWAT EVAM NAYAOC1IIT 
HAIN? YADINAH1 TO KARMKAR KiS RAHAT 
KEYPATRAHA IN TATHA KIS TARIKil SEY?" 

2. As per Written Statement filed on behalf of the 
concerned workmen it is stated that Shri Surendra Pas wan 
and 98 others workmen are working in the job of tnicfc 
loaders and on some occasions loaded the railway wagon 
in Ena Colliery under Kustore Area and they are performing 
their job on regular basis. They are working since April, 
1985 and they were engaged in the colliery by the 
management. They performed their job in colliery ridings 
and projects as directed by the Management concerned. 
The concerned workman also stated that they were allotted 


On behalf of the 
employers 

On behalf of the 
workmen 
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du;ie& of loading coal in trucks qnd railway rakes-Vagons 
and they have continued lo perform their job from April, 
19S5 to December, ] 998 and after that management stopped 
their job without aligning any reason and written 
information. It has been slated That the Govt, of India 
Gazetted a notification in [9S8 under Section EO of the 
Contract Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act h ]970 
prohibiting the managemenE lo stop the contractor 
writers and private trucks loaders in the premises of the 
Company and Collieries ridings. As per notification passed 
by the Govt, management abolished the private trucks 
loader and contractor worker* in the BCCL 

} r Abiding by the order of the Govt, of India, the 
Management concerned engaged the said workmen to load 
coal in wagons. The said workmen demanded to the 
management for their regu lari sal ion as loader in permanmii 
job in the Ena Colliery of Kustmrc Area ofM/s. BCCl- The 
concerned workmen also approached and marged me 
Deputy Commissioner of Dlianbad lo intervene in thl? 
regard. Consequently the Deputy Commissioner 
investigated into the matter and ordered the LEO 
(Labour Enforcement Officer)to issue Identity-Card moll 
workmen. The LEO then issued an ] .D. Card in I 994 to alJ 
workmen working in the Fire Project iiCoal Loader m the 
trucks of M/s. BCCL. and the above workmen were paid 
wages prevailing at the time as per rule of Ms. licit'] . 
They have prayed ihai They should be regularised in their 
job with wages since December. 1993. 

4. The management has submitted in their Written 
Statement stating therein I hid the present reference is not 
legally maintainable a* no employer and employee 
relationship exists between the concerned person* and 
the management L the present reference U noi arising out of 
any industrial dispute a ltd ns such the jEon’h'Jo Tribunal 
has no jurisdiction lo adjudicate on [he issue referred 
above. 

5. Ii fias also been submil(ed then the ^punsoiinii 
union viz. Bahtin Mu/dftnr Union Iili* nut been reet>a.ilired 
by the mana^emcm as the workmen of the company are 
not the members of the union imd the union has no 
sufficient strength tn sponsor any industrial dispute. Tin; 
sponsoring union mode om ihc case that ihc concerned 
persons were the contractor w orkers engaged on load in;.’ 
ufcoal into (ruck* -nd demanded for (heir regular Lai inn 
by the principal employer, It has been submitted by the 
management further that raising of the dispute L 
obvaiously false as well appear from the facts that file 
sponsoring onion initially .submitled a demand nonce 
before the ALCfO, Dhanbad, on behalf of Sri Surendn 1 , 
Fas wan and 33 mb ere making out the claim (hat ihe\ uere 
[he [rack loaders loading coal smo private liucks and 
demanded fori heir absorpi ion by the principal employer 
Subseq hen t ly i t rn i w d t be d isput e i n r c s p cel o f 17 K work eT 
claiming them lobe die privaie truck loader*. I'hc reference 
has been made in re sped of 9^ workers. It ha> also hern 


stated that it has become the practice of some of ihc trade 
unions to raise the dispute for recrultrneni nf workers into 
the employment of the public sector undertaking with tlie 
help of litigation and in [bar connection they collected 
number of job seekers and enrolled them as member of 
their union and demand for their regulansatlon asserting 
that the job seekers are the contractor workers engaged on 
truck loading jobs. In the present case it has been done 50 
though the concerned persons were never engaged by the 
contractor in the loading job into truck or wjgon. It has 
also been submitted that the management has deployed 
pay loaders for loading wagons and trucks and therefore, 
question of engaging private truck loaders for loading job 
did nor and cannoL arise. I.'bu> file entire claim Is false arid 
c oncocted and no me ri t o f a n y k in d e \ i ^ i n ad vunc in g I he 
claim for regularisation uf emu rue lor w orkers 

6 The sponsoring union Inis ,il s o failed to produce 
any appointment letter i&sued by any contractor or I.D. 
Curd of employment or document of worth indicating that 
Ihey were even engaged by the management on the job of 
loading wagon and truck. It has been denied that Surendm 
Prasad and 98 others have ^wi' worked from April. 198:? to 
December, 1998. If has also been staled iha( the amon bad 
adopted various pressure lactic? iu uullectin^ ihe iob 
seekers in large number? and l-ci thanselves reunited into 
the employment of ihe maun-iemem. There is no Mjbstnnce 
in ihc contention of the ^ojki-ien lii^t ihu J.l-O issued 
identity card to the concerned pci ’■or is us per di test inn of 
the DrC. Dhanbad. The D.C. [h.uuhud Iu? no iunsdiciion 
lo recruit the workmen min the L-mplo> mem of ihc 
management and the I.TO h. j^ no iurLdmnon m issue 
I dentLty c a I'd (o til e workmc n 11 ic (. ?o\ t . of E n d i a h as n Ircnd} 
prescribed the employ mem. procedure and ili^re are 
cotl? 1 it Li tiono I pro v i si on s i or *e I ec r 11 m an d re c ru i t in L - nr u I 
workers into the employ men; or ihe management. El Fins 
been prayed that nn Awanl K- passed holding ibti( the 
concerned persons are not enikk-d u> get ;m> relief. 

1?. In course of an.-uirum I d. Advocaie lor ihe 
inanagemeiK subiuiited th;u ill- - ^inkii'en have produced 
LD. Lard regarding 27 uoiktn vr. u huh bus been issued b> 
ihe l-EO, 13i Iw Govt. JharU. I leoigncd lhal (he Si arc fbwl 
has gut nn right to issue. 1.3.T i '.v 4 M tbu ^ orker*. w ho juv 
engaged by BCCl. or com iolU- i o:i behalf of BCCl.. I'lie 
repnesenlalive oE'the h oi k i mi m ha^ 1 1 ,\r producetUun (?n1er 
of Deputy Commission^) ITvinbud lor ni cpuraLioti of 
|.[>. Card of 27 workmen for Jem:; iob ol'ihv amiraenir'' 
engaged by M'i. UCO.. h ;I::jl iMl-sc I.D. Card? 

which h els been Lined lw :hei.l't> H-.orci. Gn\( I Bihai 
ho? no furisdiaion to issue mlco l.D. C,irU lor any worker 
under the control of ML. BCC'I. ■n'lich L a public sectoi 
undertaking ol'G^vt. of Indio. M 4nms W\x diese I [> CauL 
have been fabricaied with .l ue^ to ^ecme employ mem 
under the management of Vi ? iu Cf , 
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j. The applications of workers which have been 
moved before the Deputy Commissioner, Dhanbad marked 
as Annexure-I shows that BCCL management has shifted 
place of loading to another place and winded up Ena Fire 
Project Loading, It cannot be compelled to the management 
where they will start loading and where they will dose their 
business for loading. It has been alleged in Annexure-l by 
the concerned persons that the management changed their 
working place of loading from Ena Fire Project to SEmlabahal 
siding and taking works from another worker at Simlabahal 
siding. It has also been prayed in para of Annexure-I that 
loading of Ena FEre Project be directed to be started, so that 
(he workmen can get work there. This shows that 
management has dosed their loading place at Ena Fire 
Project and as a result grievances arose amongst the 
workmen and they are falsely claiming to have worked under 
(he contractor which has been engaged by M/s, BCCL 
because the representative of the workman has not filed 
any document which will show that any contractor engaged 
by M/s. BCCL has employed the concerned persons and 
issued LD. Card or any other appointment letter so that it 
can be believed in any way. 

9 H MW-1 Raghunath Prasad has staled in his 
e*amination-in-chief that since about six months the coal 
loading work in the said colliery is not being carried out. 
Coal production for the time being is stopped, and in this 
resprcl WW-1 has stated in examinarion-in-chieflhai we 
have filed original Identity cards of 27 persons granted by 
LEO of Bihar Govt r As discussed above the LEO, Govt, of 
Bihar has got no jurisdiction to issue I D. Card for any 
project of BCCL. in cross-examination WW-I staled that 
we have not been granted any identity cards by the 
management of BCCL., and he cannot say why the LEO had 
not obtained any signature of any official of the 
management. Therefore, it appears that these t.D. Cards 
which has been issued by the LEO, Gov(. of Bihar has not 
been signed by any officer or employee of BCCL which 
may show that they ever worked under the management of 
BCCL, WW-I has also slated in page-2 in his cross- 
examination it is fiict that privale truck owners used Lo his 
private loaders In the area of BCCL fur loading ofcoa I and 
for that purpose we were issued identity cards. The 
evidence of the above witness shows that loading work is 
done by private truck owner and private loaders and they 
have not worked under the contractor which has been 
employed by the management of M/s, BCCL. There is no 
document which has been filed by the workmen which may 
shows relationship of employer and employee between 
the workmen and the management. 

9 . {a) In the schedule to the order of reference the 
number of workmen has been mentioned as Suresh Paswan 
and 98 others but LD. Cards have been filed only in respect 
of 27 workmen, h also shows that without any cogent 
evidence reference has been made regarding 99 workers. 


In the result* the following Award is rendered :— 

"Messrs Bharat Caking Limited Kustore 

Kshetra key Prawandhtantra Dwara Shr r Stiresh 
Paswan Evam PSAanya Karntkaron Ka Loader KEY 
Rup Mey Niyamita Na Ktya Jana Tatha S&va Sey 
Hata Diya Jana Sahi, Vidhiwai Evam Nayaachit 
Main. Ataa Karmkar Kisi Rabat Key Patra Nahi 
Main ." 

H M. SINGH h Presiding Officer 
M ft ml P 13 TOli 2008 

ta. MT, 2634,—sftsrfw SlfaPm !W 

(1947 14) ^ VR1 |7 ^ atFfOT&T A twit 

A lei. ^ MW 

^ nR*; iltaijRw A IWTFf 

w«q! 64/1999) WftTcT^t 1?, jjl q-i-iflq 
13-8-2008 ®TT i 

[IT. T?a-200l2/453/90-31lf 31R (^-1) I 
*tqi h, 3TfN*K"l 

New Delhi, the 13th August, 2008 

S.O. 2634.—In pursuance of Section 17 or the 
Industrial Dispulre AcL 1947 (14 of T947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
64/1999] of the Central Government industrial Tribunal-’ 
Labour Court No. I, Dhanbad now as shown in the 
annexunc, in Industrial dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of Mte CC Ltd and their 
workmen, winch was received by the Centra IGovcrnmcnt 
on ! 3-8-2008, 

[No. l-2001 «*-1 ) i 

SNEH LATA JAWAS* Desk Officer 

ANNEXUI1E 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTKrAL TRIBUNAL NO. I ATRIIANUAI) 

PRESENT ; Slirl 1LM. SFNCH h Presiding Officer. 

[n the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(1 )(d) of the I.D, Acf 1947 

Reference No. 64 of 1999 

PARTIES: Employers in relation to the management of 
Kedla Open Cast Project of M/s, C C Lid. 
and their Workmen. 

APPEARANCES 

On behalf of the workman None 

On behalf of the employers : Mr, D. K. Vemia 

Advocate, 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal. 

Dated the 5 th August, 2008 
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award 

"I 'h e Go vt. o ft nd sa h M in i s! ry of [. a hour, i n c vere i se 
of the powers conferred on them under Section I()(lXd) of 
the T.D, Ael n 1947 has referred ihe following dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order "No. L-200(2- 
453;-90-[R(C-lf dated the21st April. 1999. 

schedule; 

“Whether the action of the management of Kedh 
Open Cast Project ofC.C. Ltd., Hazaribagh in not 
regularising Sh. Mahendrn Singh, Security Guard 
on the post of Driver is justified ? If not. to whnt 
relief the concerned workman is entitled to ?'" 

2, in this case I.d. Advocate for the management 
by filing a petition from the wife of deceased workman 
submitted to pass a h No dispute' Award on the ground 
that the wife of the deceased concerned workman is not 
willing to contest the case on behalf of her husband who 
died during the pendency of this reference. In view of 
such submission made on behalf of the workman made in 
the petition and as no objection raised on behalf of the 
management, a l Ko dispute* Award is passed in (his case 
presuming non-existence of any industrial dispute 
between the parties, 

H M. SIMGH, Presiding Officer 

ll anrar, I0DS 

^T. OT, 263S,—fiRlt SrMwr r J9J7 
(1947 14) wi 17 ^ ^ ^fR 

A fa ^ ^ tari' jflT 

44*1/1 ^ ^ STpr^J if 

eil Pi ^ 3Trf ,J 1/SR R r 1, *F-f=| i < rpnz 

wi 94 f 'i994) wfem ^ ^ , 

! 3-S-20DS TT yRJ ^3Tf tfT l 

[IT. T5ft-2D0!2/4O3/93-3Ilf (^- i) ] 

ftrfr -ji qm. ^■rf'.nrRT 

New Delhi, the Hih August, 20OS 

S.O. 2635..tn pursuance of Section I 7 of the 

Industrial Dispules Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes rbe award (Ref. No, 
94/1994) of the Centra! Government Industrial Tribunal-' 
Labour Court No. I, Dhanbad now as shown m the 
annex ure, in Industrial dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of M.'s. BCCL Ltd. and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 13'8-2O0B. 

[ No. L-20012/403/93-ER (C-1 )1 
SNHH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 


fJ’.-vnr fl ■■ Si (. !?[ii) j 

\w\xat\: 

before tir:clvira].cg\t:r\mf:nt 

INDUSTRIAL I Kllll \AL\'U J AT IHlAVliAD 
PRESENT: HE IKIII. M, STNCILBrcsidiii^Olliver. 

In the matter ofan lnduvrkil Dispute under Scumi; 

IO(l)(d>Df'ihL'I.D -\JsJ9-l7 

Reference > o. 94 of 1994 

PARTIES 3 Employers in reknion to (be management of 
Govindpur Cu'Miay of _Vl s. E1CCE. E..uk nod 
iheir workmai. 

Appearances: 

On be ha If of the workm ;m . N o I to 
On behal f o f t he ernp I o> v r s N on 0 

State : Jharkhand Endustn : Coal. 

Doted, Dhanbad. me 2is=i July. If)Ok 

AWARD 

The Government of India. Mitiifiry of I .about, in 
exercise of the powers con Furred on (hum under Section 
]0(l)(d) ofthcl.D. Act. I 7-3? has inferred the billowiiu> 
dispute to this Tribunal IVm udiudicuLion vide ihvitOrdoi 
No. L-20012.401^3-1 R (Coai-ij. dated the Nth April, 194a 

schmh lf: 

“Whether the acuon of die General Murtuucr. 

Govindpur Area No. Ml of\1 s EtfTCL. EfO. Sonardih 

Disi, Dhanbad in dissmi^sing Rohama t'hnmar. 

Miner/Loader w c. I' i S-3-92 is justified'■ li'mu. to 

what relief h the concerned workman emit led to T L 

2. It appears from the re curd of this case that boih 
the partEes abstained themselves From appearing hefne 
this Tribunal, inspite oi ^smin lu of notices iu them 
repeatedly. Accordingly a 'No dispute’ A^-ard is ptis^vd 
in this case presumin g no ;i’ c s ik:ixV of ;i fi y 11 td li sin n E 
dispute between the partis 

M. M. SINGE I. Presiding Olliccr 
^’feSrfr, L.' =JT r R<T. zuna 

OTT, 2636,- ^ifhij'i i IVT %3ira wfVfr^n, W-P 
(1947 14) ^ VRT 17 - 6 - jT=T7Ti' , -l $ 7T73TF 

4 T I'T^rspTiT 3TR ”C(-" 

^ if nf^: j^irfw ~y^h 

w, "'I'vrii r i , t r -^H 
43'198$) ^ »*■$'. 14 <f- jt t. 7=i 

[^. | :. ! 94-^7 - 3ilf ¥1R { n'l I ; ! 

'fTTTl ^TTTT, 
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New Delhi* the 1 3th August, 2008 

S.O* 1*5*,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No, 
43/1988) of the Centra] Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court No, 1 Dhanbad now as shown in the 
anticxure, in Industrial dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of M/s. CCL Ltd. and thetr 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 13-08-2008. 

|No. L-24012/194/87-IFt (C- L)] 
SNEH LATA JAWA5* Desk Officer 

annexure 

BErora the central government 
industrial tribunal NO. 1 AT dhanbad 

Pr^senl ■ Shri H. M. Singh, Presiding Officer, 

In the mutter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
IO(IXd)ofth*l L D.AeU947 

Reference No. 43 of 1988 

Parties : Employers in relation to the management of 
GIDLA Colliery of M/s. C.C, Ltd and 
their workman, 

APPEARANCES 

On behalf of the workman : None 

On behalf of the employers Mr. D,K. Verma* 

Advocate. 

State: Jharkhand : Industry: Coal. 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 22nd July, 2.0Q&. 

AWARD 

The Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, in exercise 
of the powers conferred on them under Section 10(1 }(d} 
of the LD, Act, 1947 has referred the fai Lowing dispute to 
this Tribunal for abdication vide their Order No. 
L-24Q12/{ 194)/S7-D. IV, dated, the 8th March, 1988 
schedule 

**Whether the action ofthe Management of GIDLA 
Colliery of Central Coalfields Ltd. in terminating the 
services of Sri Kashinaih Bedia alias Ka&hinath, is 
justified ? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled to ?" 

2. In this case both the patties appeared and filed 
their W.S. etc. Subsequently, the workman side abstained 
from appearing before this Tribunal. Thereafter repeated 
notices ware issued to the workman side but inspire of 
issuance of notices they failed to appear Since the 
workman side failed to appear iti spite of issuance of 
notices* a + No dispute h is passed in this reference 
presuming non-existence of any industrial dispute 
between the parties. 

H. M, SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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13 3PTM, 2im 

^TT. 3TI 2b37 h —1947 
(1947 3K1 14) tfflT 17 ^ A 

A tf-Uck 1ft ^ WHtTW ^ 3TR 3^ 

4Aw( \ ^ ^ A IWT T\ ^sfro 

t\m>u afenlw srfwT^E, 1 '^ ft 1, tTRT? ^ w 
(ft^ft wn 71/1999) t, # 

^ 13-08-21)08 \ 

[ft t^- 200 i2/5i 2m-&i ®ttt (ht ni 

1% TTrTT ^Tft, W 3rfwtf 

New Delhi, the 13th August, 20tW 

S,CL 2*37.—In pursuance of Section n ofllic 
Industrial Disputes Ad n 1947 (14 of 1947). [lie Genlr-aL 
Government hereby publisher the award (Kef No. 
71/1999) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal 
Labour Court No. 1 Dhanbad, now as shown in the 
anneKure T in Industrial dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of M/s, BCCL Ltd. and their 
worktnan h which was received by I he Central Govern me nt 
on 13-OS-2008. 

[No.L-20012/S 12^8-tRlC-ni 
SNItH LATAJAWAS h Desk Officer 

annexuue 

BEFORE Tl 1ECENTRAL GOVERN M ENT 
INDUSTRIAL TR1BLNALNOJ DMANUAD, 

Present ; Shri 1-1, M, Singh Presiding Officer. 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10( 1(d)ofthel.D. Act. 1947 

Reference No- 71 of 1399 

Parties: Employers in relation to the management of 
Western Jharia Area of M/s. BCC, 1 id. and 
their workman. 

APPEARANCES 

On behalf of the employers : Mr D.SL Vcmia. 

Advocate- 

On behatfofth? workman : None 

State: Jharkhand : Industry: Coal 

Dated, Dhanbad* the 21 si July* 2008, 

AWARD 

The Govt, of India* Ministry of Labour, in exercise 
of the powers conferred on them under Section lOf I )(d) 
of the I.D. Act, 1947 has referred the following dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order No. 
L-20012/512/93-IR(Ol), dated, the29thApril, 1999 


333&GU08—'7 



5290 


SCHEDULE 

“KVA BCCL, WEST JHAR1A KSHETRA KEY 
PRAVANDHTANTRA DWARA SHRlM ATI PYASt 
MODIN KEY ASHRJT PUTRA KO MAHtLA 
SWECHHA SEVA NIVRJTT YOJNA KEY 
ANTAUGATA K ARYA NA DENA UCUIT EVAM 
NaVa SANGATA HAIN? YAD1 NAHI TO 
KARMKAR WA UNKEY ASHR1T KJS RAHAT 
KEY PATRA HAIN? 

2- In this case workmanstde has failed to appear 
before this Tribunal in spine of issuance of reapeated 
notices to him. Management, however, made appearance 
through their authorised representative. Since the 
concerned workman has failed to appear before this 
Tribunal in spite of issuance Of repeated notices, a l No 
dispute' Award is passed in this case presuming non¬ 
existence of any industrial dispute between the parties, 

H, M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
'tfl IVevil, 19 2008 

an. 2638.—3fh#rcr ftrar^ artVPm, 1947 
(1947 14) tJITr 17 ^ rt TS77FTC 

A .tfr. fa. ^ Tra'ttcnt rHUM^Wf dfa 

*4+l<T ^ 3 ftffe iftalpfw tf 

W<hH Mft|<6W9Ft ^T, l, jPPJT ^ rfalZ 

(iA*lwn 46/1996) 

^ 19-08-2008 ^ W* 13H *n i 

[A. ip-20040/64/95 -Wlf WIT (tft- 1 > ] 

New Delhi, the 19th August, 200S 

S.O. 2638.- Jn pursuances f Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Rtf, No. 
46/1996) of ihe Central Government Ind ustrbl TribimaK 
Labour Court No. 1 Liipur, now as shown in theannetoirc, 
in Industrial dispute hetween the employers in relation to 
the management of M- y s. I PR Ltd. and their workman, 
which was received by ihe Central Government on 
19-08-2008. 

[No.L-2004G/64'95-JR(C-|) 
SNI-H LATA JAWAS. Desk Officer 

3FJ5W 

A 46/1996 

^ W<Mt, 5R H>rm, TT 3nt?T fFRW 

t^-20040;64/95-31lt3TR. (tft. 3^) 14-10-96 

# 7nf "jtt sfr ^5 tip, *nftr flfr^iq frdiwl wj 

'illsl <*»trfT nPtfnn Rsimi 3ferar I 

,,, .upA 


[Part II—Sic,3(ii>] 

■HIM 

Tpttpj) fa. ( nun ^ JRShH) flW 

«TCBRT t ?nz t 348, 347, afililPMi tfcl, 5 ) 

TNIFfa I 

... 

TtlftW 

ifenSN 3lRl*lfl : aft J jliiM 11(6191 37177^7^1^1 

: sft srcfin<( vrRf 

H7t*ff rfft tjflT 7t : 4ft9dt dT^dl 

3t^ ; 19-3-ZOOM 

3t^T^ 

1. W6I4. WJ TT^RTET, Tf ’ftrcFt "TOtail 
5rt fim?; ss Tqpfff>WToT srftifrnfcr 

T-i^ftid %9t Tpn f ; 

"Whether the claim of Shri Subhash Chand Sharma 
thal he was illegally term mated by the management 
of M/s. I.B.P.Co. tad. Bhiwari w,e.f 2 1-7-94 without 
following provisions of Section 25 F is juslilied? If 
so, to what claim is the concerned workman entiiled?” 

2. TIT*£ff ^ <JTtr ^ r^z^fz 3iw T^T fem 1H1 

ftratf ifTea^ ti«zi \jg?R f mtfl w r-taPw ^ 
5niN 5 - 6-1993 wit 1 m H 

91*ff ^ eT*TRTR 3G- “•• 94 <T^T 3TOl*fl +ft*ri'i ^Pf f^) 
T^*ii<w> 30-7-94 ^fl 11 «t>ipn "ft ^T, bit ^ SI if HTO1 
ifm tj}W l yfejn 3TTtJTT trt T 

f % ^w\ T=tn <£ iwn tjrt A 240 
f^=T "S 3lTtR> ^pf f^FTT f, t ^1 TNT Tptt ^ 

tjytr ~m tts'-ri rfifer 

anf^^fi^irTTTrr t ^ i i 

fH OTnsff T vm 25 ^ uMfw tTR? aftftrpnm 
1^47 fajftjTf 3nft -to '^rf»rfpjp 3 

[floiR fi-yn ^ F-pf^f 77 3 7S py"*?. f^^ii ^ i 

gf^tr ^ w irrMf tafr t (fi TiTf iffrtfq ’R t^ir t f\ wii 

^ I Uietf P KfW ■efttS ^ r# M Ttpff 
^ mi iptT %PT W Zf iJTsff (fff im gfhet ^ H^JII Tft 
^HThhiT ^ ^it ^ 31<ffn HFf 

ftiPFn iTTTTBtrt uifttfaim m\ zs-’sft ^ vj) 

W? dWl’^H i I 3RT: 7IT»ft TT*NT t 1 b *|fafT 

ill(?l l^iwr 30-7-94 ^ 34^tl Hilqn ‘M. 

fatJt ^ 'SlMf ^>T 'JtJl liq-i *if&er *1*1 ^ 

■?W A ^eiet ^vpl 7KT aioi:^ Hifirr nid I 

3. -SHUT*# :>TR "P ^iT T7T f^TT TRT 

3ipin RnT't^ vrrrfrt ^ ititfi t 
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"jwf f^iwrw fte -qftwi toja ift 
*ft "afl aiU'fl ifr ara i "aaft 1 *wr ^ ^ ftp ^ JQ 
•4iq[fli4{iri ^ "ww *rff ispn nafar, arccatf arrarc^ 
a#j «nfi* "eft aj|*q iww i 

4 . I| u nqipi tr ann«ff wi ^raw ^f $ "Pp iPpf 

paPpjftp J-8-93 tft ^(W 34Wf| ifa 71 7 tffa RIF tf 
farq *l*ioi»tf tf tft t| tf I ^Tltf 7TC I^TT 23^9-93 tf 
afTF^TI ERT RFtf tft Pi^fVi 3T7fft ftfa Rtfft tf ftp? 7^ R| 
aft? Sfll^TT fipltf 26-4-94 5RT W«ff SrfTO tf Rtf fttf tf 
1430 Rtf hRjhif tf El tf 4 7W tf fap PlJW ftfRT TO I 
Ftf atfsrtf 26-4-94 ERF 31 —7-94 TO^TTOW, 

TO tor Rigpw Rtf tf ^ra t fa? tftfr ^ faw faro to 
RT f tf TFT ft* tftff ft tf? fagftf R7 tf tf ETsfi tf tfTT 
RTffal 7CT fin film ft i T7T7 tf 3fftf Rlff-H far 
Rftff tf fa/TO 26-7-94 tf R* ERl Tjftf 7R fipi RET 71 fiF 
a«*3 3RMFJ Pi^fjm Phi*!* 30^7^94 tf ’TORI tf tf ft tftf 
tf artf F^a 7 tf?R arrfa 30-7-94 tf 5 tff tf RFtf 

tfTRRFRTRtf fiFRjTOft acrrt T*pr ura Rtf fisft 
3RT; Eltf tf TO R7 l-B-94 tf tfTT TO faratf TO 5584 
Flft ^T tf .tf. tfcr j¥ i 7R tfTT TO Tf TOtf tf+^i TOTEl E5T 
^icim 7T I TO TOR Rltff tf tfTJ TTRlfal tf fifEETJRR 77TCT 
SHITtff ft T^R fllPr Ji Ti^ft ^ If I 

5. ^T«ff raif RfiftEl EOT ^ TO ’TO 5 ^ 3TR 

^ irfifticT 1 eW ^ 

TO^ft^a 34TO^nfTO 1 

6. ur*ff yHiMV i nwf ^ l^ro 
5 - 6-93 ^\ mwH -Niro ^ aflMfa ?AfE3tTOT wfro ^ 

^T tf ^ 1!^ ®fi 'SJI*ff ^ finfcF 30-7-94 stweJF ^T 
"4 ciMKi'k "Sprt firo I l\ii^ 30-7-94 ^ fiRT IVi+d 
Rtfer^ Wt^ 

^TPH | ^^^54^2401^^ t 

■ 4^1 *ps ito ^ Tp? rtf En ^rtro h 4fktn ^ T3TTT 4 

^ H15 ^Tf ^fl-f ^ RiT ^S(]TOT 5llRi iffT t^4l <1^1 R 
filfltdflF W^blfillfl TTf S F^T TOR 3^ITtfl ^ VT7T 
25-qv* ^ruM ^>T 4^41 f^T | I "5TT*fi ^ ^1^ ^TTTp 
^ T5 r^f fer r 'ft ^rt ^Pw 

3T^V c) ^fil^l L 4^1^ ’VM ^ fifi <tIH4 

fT'fl Tfar f^RT to 4 ^fro srfipr 4 
*m4w Tffft er ^ ^rnr urt 25-^ arfafiro 
^TT TTO fi I TRF Rt ETO fi fti ’SH'ft ^PfT 'ft 

wRi+T fipjfftriEl ^tf?I irof ^ 

afl^fR Rlflf fim 3^7 VRl 2S-TO T*T iff dH^UH fiTO 

i 3 ET*ff EfilfilfV 7ft RTO $ far ITTsff ^ 3TP 7WT W7 
7 ^ ^l firs farft 13fR; Tiffa tNt gfaa th 
7R?t ^ T^ ; '^ T 1^™ Tift T TORT ft?R -3Tffa 

CTR farTlftTlft I 
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T ufafaftrTft EfV^fa?3RTfT^-l fir^facT 
37 %?t p firo 77 ERlf ^arft faroR , toi t f ^ argrR mftf 7 ft 
RR Tffa RTF ^ ftlR T 1250 TRft EfiniF tS TPfl EF 
TfMft I TO *f ^ft RRff 7ft ^RT 3T®Tfa l "ft 

TfSra Tpfl ^ arjRR fafara srafti r firf^w rt to( 
^ 1 ?tt w ^ ^irff 7?f fitjfim 7RR ift STtffa TJR tr*I tjr 
■ft *ft tJ to fiftroa wifii t fafaaa nf^r rt *ft, aro^TiRffi 
4 ft firgfai wrf re RT a araf tft 1 frftftr 

tf wsrftf fafttro tf wlf aft tfl tfai ttrrt afij tot tNt 

TOfia 7RR tf tPri TTrfl ^ SfJ^TR ^ *lf tf I 34F: TOT 
25-'TO ^rfftfilRR RT 5TR uiqtii^iF 7»T dtrcrf^-r tffin R^ff 

i aTFf tot tf fiFintff a aRrtffrajfaatff 
ERT TO te TlfiiflH hii-tU ^i^iwin TOT tf # TO 

tfl fftfro fe H-ilfli ^ 4 J 82^94 tf Etf ft^T aft I TO1 fe 
RTfroi 7 ft ftTTFT sft TTTO^fa <ft TOT71 RltfTTO tf q(H<H ^ 
falTT TO TOtffa ^1 mTRTR tf TOT fiZ 7?l ^«q^r 

tr wtfhPR 7R fTOT Wl: TOff 7TT RRTFT1 tft 7?RrT3ftcT ^ 
TTTRtf tf ftR tf ^R1 (T 992) 4TO-^.^ 33 

■sihW^h tftf^rfe ^TORtfl tftwt 

’J ft TT tffalFIR tfTT fam 3ftfr TO7T fa? TFI fafT7a 

WFfa 7 fiRTHT 7R tf 7RK ^ 3TOR TR 7 7R tf 7?f 
^ "tf tf filfil 9 i^hi\ ’Sfltff tf tfTT tf fiRRT TTT Vfti^tm 

Riff TF TTETl ’TOTO.tf tft TFRfl tf tfTT tf fiRRRfT Rfift If I 
TO FnTTT ^ gfr^rr tftf ftN tort i 

Sr tftf TTO^tftffiro iy7tf ^^-i fa^faasnftTT 
r^.^ 5-6-93 tf Ifltff 7?t Pi^Rm tffa RTF tf faTR FRT 1250 
FRtf TfiTRTEtfHRRTtfl^ tf ITO?f 4, 5 7 6 tf TOft tft 
^=T: ftyfiw tfl Rf tf TOff ^=?^ r i OTRRRTtf^ 

Til £ I TOtf W*[-7 tf tffea tf 66 tf faratf ERF Fltf 7 

SRI tft TORT tfl , tf W tf tf P TO tffeF tf tf^ft tf 
■3ltff tf #R iTIE tfPT tfcR 7JT tf r tf, ft^T TO tf I R^tf 
TO-R tf Ftf tftf^ tf Tift tf I 

9 + tf itf a^Tp tfm fa» 4Tmtff ^ ttttf 
tf ftvitL^i tf Ito tf ottf, ^ntf tf ^nntff firtfro otf to 
240 faa tf afffarr ttir farar ttf ^in i, tffarr ’sntf tf 
fjRfatT 3 rcntff froro tfTO iW*i tf tf fim, afa tff tf 

tf, tf tft ^\f tf Rtf 7RTF >nicri R tf ^ fiT^ftf tf 

TfaR tf 7^ WtffiW TJRR1 TTff 7R -3RR tfttf tf 3TOTO 
TTRTTRT^ftfTTTTTRTft tfpRRHRTli l 1W ^ tf 
3ntff tft fifjfaa trr tf m "tf fifN^ 7 Pifiqn nftr 
tf tfa RIE c[7 *ft r tf ZHtmi. R7 7ft tf I ^SRT 

ttlqi+oq tf heh^ tf tft ?lfTO tft tf^T TO TII^T tf SflfalT tf 
Rf tf tfftfa tfftf tfftn tft firtftfr firmer tpr tf trr tf 
3TITO RT 7 FT tf RSTT firfTTR ^TTltf 7 fnl^qo tflTR "tf 

Tnfl tf W7 tft sfr. 3TfTj tf^T gfaa tfr -3^7 Rtf 
+1111 I ?w j m h^i tf cT^R tf ^SHl tf cT^ tf tfcT tsiifl 11 


RTCcT 74 TI^R7 : 20j 2Q0&/RIE 29* 1930 
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it#' Hindis ^n^nr ^ fe ti *U82/w 

22-8-94 ^ BTTT ^ tl“ l,q, i WI 

^ f^TTT# HIHHI ^ ITrff ^ ^ 

£ I 

10, TTTt fMr^R Tf TRT 

iTOI 25-^7 3TfafWT <g\ WRT ^HT #T *fl 

t# ™ 25 -^t ^ tt^ arfirfwi # "arw^Pi vt ^tt th^ 
ShT ^ W TRl 4 J OTj UT*ff ^rm TFT# *3 
-^f ^ -ert tpj 3>t %r mi? i^rr 

3: 

9ft 7#, w ^F#t 

Aht? 3^#.-^ ^vP=Rt fe* f*rarst itt^h gm 
31--7 -94 % ^T T4 Um 25-^ ^ 

^ nnyuj t^TT TOT ^ ^ ?!\ -if^n 
f | yTtff feff T^TT ^ SFJflW <^Rl TT sfffWTT TCT 
£l h ' 

K. 9KJt 3TR ft=RT 19 ^ r 2(K>W ^FT ^ WI 
4' faur-Mi ™ TpTCT ipn ^n ^ # h*iot*I 

fwfFJFtt ^rf l 

"TtcTR T^TTT 7#, ^TFTT'flTT 
^ ‘fercft, 20 ^TTTRT. 2-OtM 

W,31T. 2639,----^TrarPw 3qfMtTO*T. 1947 

( 1947 ^ I 4) *JR1 I 7 ^ y^U'JI t| ##*T TnTETC 

4 ^t.Tft.TTt.HF. frT. # ^ 1WMI 3TI7 

# tht 3fjsf*j t 5 aiNjiRr* fa'W. 
tthfr armtfr^ i. t n^K ^ ra 

{^f wtt 2nnw) # y^ifvm ^fr i t ^ 
wzxi ^n iw-ox-jWM t) lira f^\ *n i 

\J\.^- 200 \ 2x 12/93 x\i am f T# -1) ] 

^ ■-rs r -T-ifl T517TT7T , YFK 3*1 '"-I *. I J J 

New Delhi, the 2(>lh Augusl, 2008 

S.O. 2*39. In pursuance of Section l/nfllic 
Indutsirml IJispmcs Acl, 1947 (14-of 1947), ilic Cuitr^l 
CiOVi?rmm;nl litrcby publiiliL-s tbc :nvard 
(Kef \fj. 213 ■' 1994) (>f 0 ^ Cc n! rj K i ovtm n it* il 1 m 0i ^ I 
rribdnnt.^.flbi.'ur Court No. 1. Oh an bud- nowaisluHvn in 
I hi: A nTk h .\ uru. ix? I n du^L ri ll! <Ji^p Lstt L bdut cn cht eim p I o v t:j-^ 
in rel m i on lo t ho n uti lls: ti Tic i^i o 1" M 1 s E ICC 1. L.itS. am 11 h i: i r 
wnrkmcin, u'liigfci ^v:ls ictoivcd by the t'entrul fio^emOK'al 
on 20-0B-200S. 

(No.i.-2iXJl2i20Mk|C.-0| 
SSi 111 LAJ A JAVVAS, Do*k 0\ Ik-l- r 


ANIVEXUKE 

BEFORE THE CENTK A L COVERNMEIV1 
INDUSTRIAL- TRIBUNAL NO. 1 
dhanrad 

Prmnt: Shri H. M, - Smgh r Presiding Officer, 

[n thtm alter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(l(il) of the LD. Acr h 1947)L 

Reference !No. 213 of 1994 

Parties : Employers in ielation to the management of 
Bbagaband Golliciy of M/s. BEG. E4d and 
th?ir workman. 

APPEARANCES 

On behalf of the workman . None 

On beha I f of t be ermp I ovm r s : N one 

Slate ; Jharkhand Industry ; Coal. 

Daled, Dhanbad. the August, 2008. 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of labour, in 
cxercif^ of tbc powers Li^nlLTr^d on them Linder S^akm 
10( I Kd)ofthe l.f> Act, 1947 lias re(emotl the tbHowin^dispute 
to this Tribunal for ad judical ion vide (heir Order 
No.L-200l 2/'512/9j-fRttM j. lIlli otf ilie 2*lli August, 1994. 

SC: 3 L KI > M ¥ 

“ W'hulher the maiwennent ofUbagiibLincI Colliery 
of M/s. tlharar f'okin^. Coal l.td.. is justified in ru>i 
regularising S/SKri Tnlo^o Koiri. Raineslm'iir Kiun. 
Dalsingar Chamtir. S;i3ih Miiri/jn, Poti Ram EiliaT, 
Santnsh Mahaio. Sinhniii Vadav. Mol i Ram Sah, Sri 
Ram Cope, Maosho Gope, I ilkooCItaisiarindGopal 
Sfth on lime ruled job ? IK not, to what relief'tlie 
workmen ace entitled hC 

2. In I his case ueiLhei (be concerned uni-kimm mn- 
their reprc-'ieiHaine appeared be lore this Tribunal. Sone 
also appeared on hell alt or' I he in;m:igcnneiii. 3i appears 
lhal nolioe and si ton cou^c notices were issued lo 

both the side. But iuspile id [he issaantL l> 1 nonces (hey 
failed rn (urn up before ihis I ribunal. As b<nh ihe purlies 
llii ltd to turn u p be l ore l h i s I n h on a I i ns]i i l u o f i s so a nee o I 
noliets io ibeni a ’No dispute' Award n posted in Ibis 
ease presuming non-eGskTKe or'aus industrial dispute 
between the parlies. 


JP. M. SINCilt. ETesidiiM-iOlluLT 




[w\ II—T3°T 3<ii)l 
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3FTCT,2Q08 

^r T ot. 2640.—aftdtfw fSm 1947 

(1947 TT 14 ) tJTTI 17 ^ "4 +R«bK 4, 

^ 3ppi*| 'if PjR*; afWiRiqi fq^l^ 'if *Lj{Ih H«m 
}JWlfaQ> 3fff*RfiW3Fr ^fi*iinq ti |], ^ (^r^f 

*L 2/55/2007) ^ Wftfil ^Tcft fc P ^ 

21-08-2008 ^Tirapn «n 1 

[tf. W~ 11012/64/2M7-3^^( tf-1) ] 
^TT 3TftR^ 

New Delhi, the 21 st August, 2008 

S.D. 2640, —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
industrial Disputes Act h 1947(14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 2/55/ 
2007} of the Centra) Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, No. 2, Mumbai now as shown in the 
Annexurc, in the Industrial dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of M/s. Air India Ltd., and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 21-08-2008, 

[No Lrl 1012tf64/2007~IR(C4]] 

SNEH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 

ANNEXUKE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2* MUMBAI 

PRESENT : A, A. Lad, Presiding Officer 

Reference No, CG IT-2/55 of 2007 

Employer? in Relation to the Management of A JR India 
Limited 

(Now: National Aviation Co. India Lrd ) 

The Chairman & Managing Director 
National Aviation Co. India Ltd. 

Air India Building 
Nariman Point 
MumbaHl0002L 

AND 

Their Workmen 

ShriG.T Vhatkar 

Room No. 5, Manuseth Chawl 

Dharavi Koliwada 

Holi Maidan, Dharavi 

Mumbai-400017, 

APPEARANCES 

For the employer : Mr. L.L. D’Souza, Representative 
For the workmen : In person 

Mumbai, dated 7th July, 2008. 


AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry ofLabour by its 
GiderNo.L-l IOE2^4y20074R(CM-l))daled 25-10-2007 in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (l) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have been referred the 
following dispute to this tribunal for adjudication: 

“Whether the action of the management of Air India 
Ltd., Mumbai in removing Sh. G.T. Vhatkar, Security 
Assistant-11L from the service w.c.f. 3-8-2001 is 
justified and legal? If not, to what relief is iht 
concerned workman entitled 

2, In repsonse to the notice sent to second party, 
after receipt of reference, by Ex-3 and then by Ex-ID he 
submits that, he has not challenged the removal of his 
service or termination while approaching to Regional 
Labour Commissioner (C), Mumbai with application dated 
14-3-2007. According to him, by said application he raised 
dispute about payment of arrears and not raised dispute 
regarding termination dated 3-8-2001 which isrtremed in 
the schedule of the reference. According to him, he has no 
problem with termination as he did not challenge n by 
approaching Regional Labour Commissioner (C), Mumbai. 
So he prayed to dispose ofthe reference accordingly. 

3, JnviewofEx-3 & Ex-H), reference is disposed or 
Hence the order: 

Order 

In view Ex-3 & Ex-10 F reference is disposed of. 
Dated 7-7-2008. A. A LAD, Presiding Officer 

Erf 

Shri.G.T. Vhatkar 

Room Np,5 h Manushpth Chawl, 

Dharavi Holi Maidan, 

Dharavi + Mumbai 400 017 

Date: 12-11-2007 
To, 

The Presiding Officer, 

Cent, Govt. Industrial TribunaI- 
Cum-Labour Court, No. 2 > 

2nd Floor, Shram Raksha Bhavan, 

Shivshrushti Road, 

Opp. Priyadarshlni, 

Off Eastern Express Highway, 

Sion, Mumbai 400022 

Sub.: Gtderdld. 25-10-2007 bearing No L-11012/64/2007- 
IR (CM-I) of Government Of India/ Bharat S&rkar 
M i n istry of Labour/ Shram Mantralay a, New JJcthi 

Respected Sir, 

1 am in receipt of the above referred order of the 
Central Govt, referring the dispute for adjudication to 
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C,G.JTr-C urn-Labour Court, Mumbai No. 2, under clause 
(2) ofSub-icction{]} and sub-section (2 A) or Section JO 
of the ID. Act, J 947 (14 ofl 94 7), 

First of a 111 want to point out to you that this is fraud 
with the Central Govt, played by Mr. Hem ant Kumar of A ir 
India Ltd, with the hand in gloves with the Assn. Labour 
Commissioner* Cenlral Mumbai Mr. Ganpati Shall. 

In fact I had made an application dt. M-03-200? to 
the Regional Labour Cummissioner (Cenlral) Mumbai for 
taking action against the Management of Air India Ltd. for 
fol Lowing unfair labour practice. Ex, ’’A" is the copy of the 
said Letter dtd 14-3-2007. In order to suppress my said 
application did. 14-0]-2007 under the Fifth Schedule 
Management of Air India Ltd. itself raised ihc dispute and 
the said Dispute was referred by Assistant Labour 
Commissioner (Central). Mumbai to the Central Government. 
Fqr whose benefit is the dispute raised? Management is 
ndl spending money from rheir pocket, They arc 
unnecessarily utilizing the Public Money. They are gelling 
their regular salaries and benefits. \ am without any earning 
forihe last six; to seven years because of which myself arid 
my family suffered miserably, Management of Air India 
Ltd. js iu the habit of filing frivolous proceedings and 
wasting the pub I ic money, They are a I so geti ing c\ tra money 
for alt ending the Court matters. 

Management of Air India E .td. has spent huge pub I iu 
money for approval application u.\s-32 (2j(b) of the 1 D. Act 
which came out to be a tion est/ snlructuous, Managcmctn 
ofAtr India Ltd. has never spent money from their pockets 
but utilized public money. Whereas E had to spem money 
for paper work, appointing Advocate and for ail ending the 
Court Matters al Ihe point of time when I had no earning 
Approval application was never warranted because my so 
called removal from service was on the basis of absenteeism 
wh ich never had any nexus wi ih R efere ncc N 'I B -1 of ! 990 
because Reference NTB -I uf 1990 L regarding die wage 
structures af certain categories of workman with which I 
am-nol related at all. On 6-9-2004 MIT Mumbai declared 
that Air India Ltd. ought not to have been party m Ref. So. 
NTG-I of \ 990. This fact was suppressed by Air India Ltd. 
and also by Mrs. Avsare Secretary of Court No.l NIT 
Mumbai and aftertw-o Years Air India E,td. made application 
for declaring the approval Application to be mfructunus 
and non est, 

» 

Kveu after filing of this application Air India Lid. 
made false statement before the Court that the issue whether 
Air India lud. L a paily iu the Ref. No, NTI3 -1 of 1990 L 
pending before the Hon. High Court becausetliey wanted 
to just go on prolonging The matters in Approval 
Application, At whose cost? This was all by utilizing and 
wasting the Public Money. 

[ have never been served with the punishment order 
as per Lhe certified standing order which 1 could challenge 
before Appellate Authority of the Company 


IF-vvi 1E -Sm .3{iij| 


1 had made application bel'oteibe Regional Labour 
Commission for taking against die Management or A ir Indi j 
Ltd. For following Unfair Labour Practice. I never raised 
any dispute before ihe Labour Commissioner Assti. 
labour Commissioner Mr. Goitpoti Bhuii has favoured 
Company by making dispute Reference of Ihc Central 
Government I dearly show* thul the points [herein arc lobe 
proved by the Company. Company warns to unnecessarily 
dragon the matler because lhc-y cun uiilizc public money 
tbr filling up their pockets. Besides Hilary they are gening 
extra money for attending the Conn. 

Company had tilled approval application u s. 35 {1} 
(b) nfihe Industrial Dispute Aci 1947, wiihout lheir being 
any Industrial Dispute or any frand-uiim, If ihe Cum pa ns 
wants me now u> conresi the ki^'L-rence who is going to 
pay my losses of all these 7 ycaLV. 1 

1 am deemed to be tic in semeu because Approval 
Application filled by the Company nrc iiLfmcluousnon 
esi. I have not been served wiili am distm^al older or 
termination order. 

In ihe circumstances it is ptLiU'd llmi ihe above 
referred Reference be sent buck in ihe Central Govt. 1'or 
saving Public Money as Air Indio I .id. ih a Govt, of India’s 
undertaking, limy services are not reslured h\ Alt India 
Lid, or National Aviation Company of India Lid. ^ it is 
now called, uiihin 7 day 4 ; 1 will lx: compelled to pmc-eed 
against Union of India the Central GownuuenL Regional 
Labour Commissioner ( Central) . Mumbai, Nuiional 
Industrial Tribunal, Mumbai Cot in No L C.ti.l.i, Mumbai 
Couit N0r2 r and Air India I td. IvlVuv the Finn' Lie Flieli 
Cotm, Mumbai in voicing Anic lc 2 Z(i of ihe Consi iLuLtun ui' 
India, for restoring my services 

Ynura iruly 

(SHRIG T. VIIA'LKAHI 

F\ll \<i. Ill 

RFFORL THE CFMIUI. JVE'RNMFN I 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 7 AT MUMBAI 

Reference NO, CGI 1 2 55 of2007 

Lmplnyers in Relation to the M.imiucmcnE oi Air India 
E.iiniicd 

(Now- : National Asiador, Cn. India L .id f 
AND 

Their Workmen 

MAY IT PI.FASE RE YOUR MONUL K 

LG.T. Vhaikar(\Vi>rkm,ii;i must res pec (lb l]y elates 
and submit as under us : 

I am in receipt of (tic jbme re I Grad order of ihc 
Central Government referring di>pui^ h>i ad indication eu 




turcn—3(ii)l 
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CGIT Labour Court No. 2 , Mumbai, under clause (2) of 
Section (1) and subjection (2A) of Section 10 of the I.D 
Act 1947(14of1947). 

Fust of all 1 want to point out to you that this is fraud 
with the Centra) Government played by Mr. Hemant Kumar 
of Air India Lid. With the hand in gloves with the Asst. 
Labow Commissioner (Central) Mumbai Mr. Ganpati Hhatt 

1 hadmndf applic at ion dtd. 14-3-2007to the Regional 
Labour Commissioner (Central) regarding payment of 
arrears. In the said application 1 never raised the issue 
fording my removal from services or termination Ex, “A** 
is the copy of application <ft, M-3-2007. 

By my letter did- 28-06-2007 to the Asst. Labour 
Commissioner (Central) Mumbai, I informed that I had 
withdrawn complaint against Air India Ltd. Ext “B" is the 
copy of the letter dtd, 28-6-2007 to Asst. Labour 
Commissioner ( Central) Mumbai with drawing my 
complaint against Air India Ltd. 

Management of Air India Ltd. has spent huge public 
money for approval application U/s 32(2 Xb) of the ID Act, 
whkh-came out to be a nonest/infnicttiotts . 

I had made application before the Regional labour 
commissioner for non payment of wages and other 
allowance as per awaid dated 31 -8-2008 passed by CGIT-2 
Mumbai & Arrears 1 never raised any dispute before the 
Labour Commissioner regarding my. removal bom services 
or termination. Asst. Labour Commissioner Mr. Ganpati 
Bhatt has favoured company by making dispute reference 
of the Central Government clearly shows that the points 
therein are to be proved by the company. 

Company had filed approval application U/s 33(2) 
(b) of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 without their being 
any industrial dispute or any foundation. If the company 
wants me now to contest the reference who is going to pay 
my losses of all these 7 years? 

I am deemed fit in services because approval 
application filed by the Company are infmetuous / nonest. 

I .never raise dispute regarding my removal from 
service or termination. My application dtd. 14-3-200? is 
only regarding the Arrears (Payment of Arrears), 

By my letter dated 21-5-2008 and 3 June, 2008to the 
Secretary, Ministry of Labour and Employment, 
Government of India, Shram Mantryalay, New Delhi, I 
informed to withdrawn reference order. (Order dated 25-10- 
2007 bearing No. L-11012/64/2007 IR-(CM -1) Ext. "C is 
the copy of the letter dated 21 -5*2008 and 3-6-2008. 

In the circumstance it is prayed tharthe above referred 
Reference be sent back to the Central Government. 

Kindly please allow io withdraw this Reference. 
Date: 7-7-2008 Yours truly. 

Place: Mumbai O.T. VHATKAR 

(Workman) 


SPrat, 2Q08 

^il, OTi 2641,—«fitFi *i*i, 1947 
(1947 14) VRI 17 ^ W&R 

"A; H'melinfl'n ftl. ^ ^ 

s+idMt) 3i3**r t| frfte adtatfw fiurc 

4>404 +R4»II -4141(44, M 

iwz (V*4 *t, 233/2006 unfair uraft ^ ^4 
21 - 08-2008 TOP *01 

[*£ t^-30012/68^8-ani«n:(Tft-1) ] 

Mew Delhi-p the 21st August, 200ft 

S.O+1641*—In pursuance of Section h L7 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947[M of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 233/ 
2O06J of the Central, Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Cour^Emakufcam now as shown in the Atinexure, 
in the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. Kochi Refineries Ltd-* and 
their workmen, which was'received by the Central 
Government on 21-08-200S, 

[No. L-30012/68 j9S*IR(C*1)J 
SNEH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TWBUNALpCUIV^ ERNAKULAM 

Present: ShrLF + L*Norbert> B*A-, LLR, 
Presiding Officer 

(Wednesday the Nth day of May, 2008/ 
2dthVaisakha 1930) 

I D, 233/2006 

(I.D. 31/1999 of Labour Courts Ernakubm) 

Union ; The General Secretary, 

Kochi Refineries Employees 
Association, AmbaLamughaf 
Emaknlam District, 

By Adv. Sri. C.S. Ajilh Prakash. 

Management + The General ManagerfHRM), 

Koeht Refineries Ltd rp 

Ambalamughak Emekulam District. 

By Adv. M/s.Menon and Pal. 

This case coming up far hearing on ] 3-5-2008, ibis 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court on 14-5-200E passed the 
following, 
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AWARD 

Thi$ is a reference made under Section ) 0( 1 )(d) of 
Industrial Disputes Act, The reference is:— 

'"Whether the denial of promotion of Sh r M.P. Raju 

from General Workman Grade-El to Craftsman Trainee 

Gr,-IV by CRL Management 3s justified? If not. what 

relief the workman is entitled to? 1 ' 

2. Facts of the case in brief are as follows:— 
Shri. M.P. Raju was in service of Kochi Refineries I,ijnilcd H 
Ambalamughal as general workman Gradc-Ml. His grievance 
is that he was denied promotion to Gr.-IV Craftsman Trainee 
by the mar agem ent i n 3 996. According to ih t tin loo „ w h ich 
has espoused the cause of the workman, in the selection 
process for promotion, the workman was sidelined and 
several others junior to him were promoted. The workman 
had satisfied all the requirements for promotion. The 
promotion committee had not properly tvalualcd [he 
performance, conduct, seniority and regular attendance of 
I he workman. Mo written test was conducted as required in 
the promotion policy. He is entitled for promotion w.e. E' 
1996. 

3. Accordmg to the management any alteration in 
the seniority list will affect the already promoted employees. 
Without hearing them no order can be passed, w-hidi would 
go against them, [hey are necessary parties E'or 
adjudicating such an issue. There is promotion policy winch 
prescribes that lor selection of candidates for promotion, 
several factors like seniority, qualification, experience 
knowledge or [he new Job. health* attendance eu\ arc m he 
taken into account. The workman was ncu found suitable 
for prom ot i on by the prom ot i on comm itlee, Tl i c prod 101 io n 
po Iky dated j l -1 - [ 97 j was form u I a ted by t lie m ana»c in cm 
(hrough couei lial ion and settlement. On 5-ft-1996 a mu Lee 
was published in the company inviting applications liom 
workmen to fill Lip 10 poms ol''Craftsman Trainee" in [he 
Maintenance Department. Penmmerit workmen in Grade-El 
and 111 were eligible to apply for the post. Out of the 
candidates applied 95 were found eligible Lind lhcy were 
called for an in Lervkw. Cummiuce found H candid ales 
suitable tor promotion and [heir names were recommended 
However the workman was not selected. Eiut laler he 
qualified for selection arid was promoted as Cmfisman 
Trainee w.e.f 1-9-1999. Hence the dispute is uirmctutous. 

4. In the light of the above contentions the only 
point that arises for consideration is:— 

' + Whether the den i al of prom ot i o n to ihe workin a n in 

1996 is legal and justified? 1 ' 

The evidence consists of doeumenis Lxtii.M I and 
M2 alone. 

5. The Point: In 199b wlieiuhe management mvned 
applications for selection to tire post ot Or.-3V Craftsman 


[Pakt II ■ Sec. 3 (ii)| 


Traiiteetht workman was Gr.-UT general workman. He had 
applied for selection. Ext.M I is notice of job vacancy of 20 
posts of Craftsman Trainee in (he Maintenance Department. 
The qualification and procedure for selection are mentioned 
in the notice, Gr.-lland Gr,-lll genera! workmen were eligible 
to apply for selection to the posh The selection had to be 
based on t«l and/or interview. Em.M 2 is the interview 
result. As per the promotion pol icy made mention in written 
statement 7 factors have <o be looked into by a promotion 
committee. Those factors are,noted in Ext. M2 interview 
result. They are seniority, qualification and experience, 
knowledge of the new job. potential to move up, review of 
latest appraisal form, communication, and health - ' 
attendance, SrirM-P. Raju scored 44 points in the interview 
and he was 25th in rank.'[ hough there were 2D vacancies 
the promotion committee found only 14 candidates su habit 
for selection. Assuming Limit 20 candidates were selected 
to fill up all the 20 vacancies even then the workman was 
ranked 25th and hence he w dll Id not have gol a chance for 
promotion in 19%, The union has not been ahle to point 
out whal, if any, was the malpractice done by the promotion 
committee to disqualify die workman for selection. T'he 
union docs not say on what count marks were reduced 
purposely. No motive is also alleged for victimising the 
workman. There is nothing (o show that the workman was 
discriminated or victimized by the promotion committee. 
The selection is properly made and 3 find no illegality in ihe 
process of selection. The management has mentioned in 
para 16 of the written statement that the workman wan 
promoted subsequently as Craftsman Trainee in the next 
selection w.e.f. 1-9-1999 in the Maintenance Departineni 
(order produced on I 3-tie-20Dft). Again he was promoted 
as Mechanic Craftsman w.e.f. 1-6-2007 (Orderproduced on 
I 3-5-2008). These orders w ere produced after the arguments 
were completed. However ihu tmhm admits the promotion 
given to [tie workman in 1 11 09 and 2007,13m us poirued out 
earl icr he was not eligible to r p romoi io n in 199b. 

In ihe result, an awnrd is passed finding that (he 
action of the management in denying promotion to die 
workman Sri. M.P. Raju lot hade- IV Crafts man Trainee in 
1996. is legal and justified and he is not entitled for any 
relief. 

The award will come into force one moiuli Li Iter ils 
publication in the Official Cki/cuc. 

Dictated (o the Personal Assislant, transcribed and 
typed by her, currccied Lind passed by me on this the 
14th day of May 1 200ft. 

P. 1.. \ORIJI R1, Presiding Officer 

Appendix 

Exhibits for the Management 

Ml NoiieeoEjobvacaiu:; dated 5-ft-1996. 

M2 Interview refill. 
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^fc# r 21 3TO P 2008 

Wl. 3TL tffWfiTO, 1947 

{1947 ^>t 14) mrr 17 ^ 'flf fen i t 

^tfenf ^ ^ sftsnfrra Rrqr^ ^ ^4(1*1 

mm atffeilfrm jinj^iWOT ^nrorf, ■£ 'fro 

(ti<i4 R 232/2006) ^h <ri(^R 

^ 21-08-2008 TptlW^affT «ff I 

[^t ^-300l2/40/9«-^5fnT(^-l)] 
T=fc TOTT mm } SffiWTR} 

New Delhi* the 21 at August* 2008 

S.O. 2642.—In pursuance of Section 17 Of the 
Industrial Dispute* Act* 1947(14 of 1947) P the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 232/ 
2006) of the Centra] Government industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court* Ernakulam now as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial dispute between the employers tn relation 
to the management of M/s. Kouchi Refineries Ltd , and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 21-D8-200G. 

[No. Lr3Ct)t2/40/9S-]R(C-I)] 
SNEHLATiJAWAS^Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

lNTHECENTRALGOVER^MENTINDUSfRIAl. 
TRTBUNALCUM^jABOURCOURT* ernakulam 

Present: ShrL P,L Norbert, EL A> s LL.B» P 
Presiding Officer 

(Wednesday the 14th day of May 2008/ 

24th Vaisakha 1930) 

].]>. 232/2006 

(I.D. 30/L 999 of Labour Court* Ernakulam) 

Union : The General Secretary, 

Kochi Refineries Employees 
Association, AmbalamughaL 
Emakulatn District. 

By Adv. Sri CS. Ajith Prakash. 

M anagement : The Genera I Manager (H RM) + 

Kochi Refineries Ltd., 

Ambalamugfral, Emakulam District. 

By Adv, M/s, Menon & PaL 

This case coming up for hearing on 13-5-2008, this 
Tri bun a i-cum-Labour Court on 14-5-2008 passed the 
folio wing. 

AWARD 

This is a reference made under Section ]0(l)(d) of 
Industrial Disputes Act, The reference is: 


^Whether the action of the Management of Cochin 
Refinery in denying promotion to Sh. K.V, Paulose 
Workman Gr. Ill to Gr, 1V Craftsman Trainee* while 
his juniors have been promoted is Fair, justtfed and 
Legal? IfiKrt, what relief the workman is entitled and 
from what dotef 

2. Facts of the case in brief are as follows :— 
Shri ICV. Paulose was workman GradMEI in Kochi Refineries 
Lunited, Ambalamughal from 1987 onwards. Dispute 
regarding his promotion is raised by his union by this 
reference. Hfo grievance is that he waa denied promotion 
from Gr IN to Gr [V Craftsman Trainee without any reason 
white his juniors were promoted. He was fully qualified for 
promotion in 1994. The promotion committee did not 
properly evaluate the performance, conduct of the 
workman, his seniority, punctuality etc. Though the 
promotion policy prescribes a test for selection, no such 
test was conducted by the management. Selection for 
promotion was made on the basis of an interview. This is 
improper as the management car give promotion to persons 
of their choice. 

3, According to the management the service 
conditions of workman in the company are decided as per 
the standing orders and settlements entered into between 
management and unions. The management In consultation 
with unions introduced promotion policy on 31 -7-1973. As 
par (ho promotion policy a promotion committee is bound 
to assess the suitability of candidate The factors such as 
seniority, qualification, experience required for the job, 
knowledge of the new job, potential to move up* review of 
lastest appraisal, communication and health/atlendance etc, 
are taken into consideration by the promotion committee 
The workman in (he present cose was not found suitable 
for promotion as there were more suitable and meritorious 
candidates Out of (he 57 appEicants only 10 were found 
suitable for promotion. The workman was not a person 
amon^the successful 10 candidates. The promotion policy 
does not prescribe a written test for selection. Interview is 
sufficient. However the workman did not score marks as 
much as the 10 successful candidates who secured high 
marks. Hence the workman could not be promoted in 1994. 
However he was promoled to Gr. IV on 1 -2-1998. ITicrefore 
the dispute has become infructuous. 

4 In the light of the above contentions the only 
point that arises for consideration is: 

Whether the denial of promotion in 1994 is illegal 
and in violation of promotion policy. 

The evidence consists of documents Exts.M I to M3 

alone. 

5. The Point:— The grievance of Sri K.V. Paulose, 
General Workman Grade-lil is that he was given promotion 
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to Grade'IV Craftsman Trainee in 1994 selection. He had 
joined service as General Workman Grade-1 T in 1987 and 
was promoted as Grade-Ill later. There was a selection by 
the promotion committee in 1994. The workman Sri Pan Load 
was an applicant for promotion. Ext.M l is a notice ot job 
vacancy inviiing applications from employees in the 
company for filling up 10 posts of Craftsman Trainees in 
the Maintenance Department. The notice specifies [be 
qualification for promotion. It is mentioned that the sc I tut ion 
wit! be based on teat and-or interview. Ext, M3 is promotion 
policy dated 3D7A973, According to the procedure for 
filling up vacancies, danse 4 says that cite promo lion 
committee will perform further screening and those 
candidates considered suitable shall betested/intervieoed. 
The candidates will be assessed with reference to 7 !n<-uu> 
he, seniority, qualification and experience, knowledge of 
the new job, potential lo move up* review of latest appraisal 
term, communication, and health Attendance and marks are 
provided on every factor, Ext. M2 Is the result of interview 
for selection to the post of Craftsman Trainee. The murks 
scored by each candidate in respect of the 7 factors arc- 
noted in Ext. M2. The workman Sri K.V. Pay lose, liadge 
Mo, 1659 scored total points of49.5 in the interview. Out nf 
the candidates appeared for interview 49 persons secured 
more than 50 points. Out of them 10 persons who scored 
high marks were selected. The workman was not one of 
them. Hence he wa$ not considered as a successful 
candidate for promotion in 1994, 

6 . The tin ion was not abl e to poin t out wh i ch o f the 
factors was not properly considered by the promoison 
committee or how the marks were reduced or ihc w orkman 
was discriminated. The union does not allege any prejudice 
on the part of promotion comm stiee or motive to victimise 
the workman. The contention that a written test should 
have been conducted by the promotion committee for 
selection dues not carry conviction. The promotion policy 
Ext.M3 Clause 4 (page-2) only says that a tesu'imerv iew 
will be conducted. It means that the promotion committee 
was free to conduct either test or interview. Therefore a 
written test was not mandatory. The committee was given 
freedom to evaluate the suitability of a candidate by 
awarding marks on 7 factors already made mention. Thus 
the chance of arbitrariness is minimised. Even otherwise 
the union has not pointed out what is the arbitrariness or 
discrimination shown" to the workman by ihe promotion 
committee. Hence the denial of promotion in 1994 is in no 
way illegal or arbitrary. He was subsequently promoted. 
The management lias produced the promotion orders given 
to Sri Paulose in 1998 as Grade IV Craftsman Trainee and 
2003 as Grade V Mechanic Craftsman. The orders of 
promotion were produced after completion of acumeni r 


However, the union docs nui dispute the promotion given 
subsequently. 1 find nothing wrong in ihe gesture of 
management in not selecting the workman for promotion in 
1994 

In the result, un award A pnsscd 11riding that the 
action of the manage m cm in denying pro mol ion to the 
workman Sri K.V, Paul use to Gr. IV £ Talisman Trainee in 
1994 h legal and justified and he i; not entitled for am 
relief. 

The award will come imo force one mnnih alter its 
publication in the official ua/cite. 

Dictated to the Person a I Assistant, i render i bed and 
typed by her* corrected and pussed fr; me on this the I4ili 
day of M ay h 2008. 

Pi.. NOUrffilM'. PresidingOlTlur 
Appendix 

Exhibits for the Managcmtiit 

Ml — Motice of Joh^ ae;tncy dn[cd 28-4-1994. 

M2 — Result of bite; ^ ivw of d ilTcrcni workers for l he 

purpose of se'ceiiou to the post of Craftsman 
Trainee. 

M3 —■ Promotion Gated j I ’7^1973. 

^T H 3ffT J 2643.—3IPT/WT. !9^" 'i047 
^1 14) gjtit ]7 ^ TOR t \. im. *f|. 

Til fm. ^ U 'IMflhV ^7 W 

AT?, tf U\{v A twt a^u'iiW 

SrflWTnf/m -HW I rM 74 i : -fJ^K ^ W? (tM W 
29/1991) V*lfeld T. ^(4<K 22-2-21)01^ 

^=t TFW *4T I 

[R Pyt-2(!917 v3T'90--3^3qR(#-! j J 

■^Tr ji -^| 4 h n *+i i d 

N e w De I! i i,: h c 22 j id A ugusl, 2008 

5.0. 2«43. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( N nf 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publics the Award (Ref. No. 29 1091) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal habouT 
Court, Mo. 1, Dhanbari as shown in [he Annex ure, in [he 
Industrial Dispute between Lhe management of 5. R. C. C. 
Ltd. and their workman, received by [Jie Centra) 

Government on 22-2-20GS. 

| No L-20017= : 333.'90-lR (C- 111 
SM:H LATA.IAWAS, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE niECENTKAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRLVLTRlBl/NALNa L 

DHANBAD 

In t tic matter of a reference Under See. 1 Q( lXdX2A) of 
Industrial Disputes Act h 1947 

Reference FVd- 29 of ] 991 

PARTIES; Employers in relation to the management of 
Basudeopur Colliery of M/s, B. C. C Ltd. 

And 

Their Workmen. 

PRESENT: Shri H. M. Singh, 

Presiding Officer, 

APPEARANCES ; 

For the Employers : Shri H. Nath, Advocate 
For the Workmen ; Shri R r N. Ganguly, Advocate► 
State : Jharkhand- Industry: Coal. 

Dated, the 11th August, 200S 

AWARD. 

By Order No, L*2Q012/333/90-1 RfCoaM) dated 
11-4-91 the Government of India in the Ministry of Labour, 
has, in exercise of the powets conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section {t) and sab-section (2A) of Section ] 0 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1 947, referred the following dispute 
fbr adjudication to this Tribunal: 

“Whether Sri FiilesJiwar Yadav p Sri Triveni Yadav\ 
Dinanatb Prasad, Ram Lagan Paswan and Ramdeo Prasad 
can be deemed as employee of the management of 
Basudeopur Colliery of M/s. B. C. C. L. and whether the 
demand that these persons being regularised in the service 
of the said management is justified? If so k to what reliefare 
thesd persons entitled io? d1 

2. As per written statement of the workmen it has 
been stated that they have been employed as stone cutters 
at Basudeopur col lieiy during the period from 1983 to 1936 
and they wore paid by the management through the 
contractor, Ramyas [Jpadhyaya and when they lodged 
complaint regarding less payment by the Contractor they 
were stopped from work and the matter was reported to the 
A.L.C. (Cj and L.E.0. It has been stated that they have 
worked in the mine under the supervision of the Mining 
Sirdar and Overman who were appointed by the 
management. They worked with the implements supplied 
by the management and they worked for the benefit of the 
management, h has also been mentioned that the 
management replied to the demand of the union to the 
A.L.C (C) for regularization and fbr payment as per 
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J-B.C.CJ /N ChW.a. managennem submitted that the 
workmen never worked in the prohibited category. 11 has 
also been contended on behalf of the management that ihc 
contractor under whom they were employed was awarded 
ociSsioTially contract for non-prahibited types of job. as 
Such, there is no merit in the workmen s demand, ll has also 
been submitted on behalf of the workmen that Fonn T: 
register his not been produced by the management and 
5imply produced a chart dated I ?-10-88 and 5 -1 -89 under 
the signature of the Agents flasudeopur Col licry h in which 
the attendance given in respect of these workers differed*. 
These two charts were marked Ext. 'A' and h F3' and the matter 
was also enquired into by the L.FZ.O, h Katrasgarfi on 30-9- 
89 by issuing a forma) regisicred notice dated 13-9-89 to 
Agent, contractor and the concerned union about hw 
inspection on 30-9-89 at 9 ArM, when he would inspect ihc 
record of Ramyash Lfpadhyaya, Contractor in respect oT 
these workers. The registered noliec of the LEO. h marked 
Ext.'C. The L.E.O. submitted the report to the A.1X.{C) 
and regarding work done by the workers Sri Chakrabnny. 
Overman lncharge and Sri Noor Mohammad. Mining Sirdar 
issued certificated in writing that the concerned workmen 
were working as stime cutter under Sri Ramyash Upadhyaya 
in drifting work through stone, which is marked Ext. 'D' The 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour in their Noiification 
under Sec. 10 of the contract Labour (Regulation & 
Abolition) Act, 1970 prohibited the employment of contract 
labour in the work of stone cutting. The management has 
taken the job of stone cutting in which the concerned 
workmen have worked which is prohibited under See. 10 of 
C-L.R,A. Act. 1970 . In the year 1986 the management 
appointed Qancrjtc Committee to reemnmend ways and 
means to promote the bauerment of the G.C C L and this 
Committee recommended that the fr.C.C-L. should have 
5000 Badlimirrer/loadcr to till up the vacancies of miner.- 1 
1 oader caused due to heavy ^sentce'ism. The management 
discussed the matter in consultative committee meeting 
held on 26-4-36 in which it was decided that ihc demand for 
additional badli mmer/loadcr should be met amongst other 
by regularising contract workers who have worked ht 
prohibited category for 190 days in a calendar year during 
the period from 1983 , 1984. 1985 and 198fi. This policy wan 
cirulated by the DP. in his lenerNo. tXP>F5/fiti/2649*949(l I) 
dated 8/9*5*86 addressed lo all General Managers, which is 
marked Ext. *E h . These workmen were entitled for 
regulariulion but since the management did not co-operate 
and did not even produce the Form H C register under the 
false pretext of office shifting thereby the records were 
misplaced, ft is evident from Ext. W*4. 5o r they prayed that 
they may be 1 regularised and be asked to pay them wages 
with respective effect. 

3, The management has filed written statement Elating 
that the reference is not maintainable. ITiere is no cmployer- 
employeejelationship between the persons named in die 
reference and the employers. The concerned persons are 
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not workmen of Basudeopur colliery. They are outsiders 
There can be no industrial dispute between these persons 
and the employers in relation to Basudeopur colliery of 
M/s. B.C.C. Ltd, These persons are ihe contractor b 
workmen and under contract Labour (Regulation & 
Abolition) Act. 1970 any dispute with respect to contractor's 
workmen can bo resolved under [he C.L, (R&A) Act and 
not under industrial Disputes Act. The order of referecne 
is bed for nonjoinder and mis-j cinder of parties as the 
contractor under whom they alleged to have worked have 
not been made parties to the dispute, ft has also been 
stated that the workmen have worked with the contractor, 
Ramyas Upudhyny, who was employed to carry out certain 
wojitofnori-pi'oliibitedcaicgiDifj^ like, line packing, Cl. M.-S. 
pipe carrying and joining etc. As the contractor, Ramyas 
Lipadhaya. was not allotted any prohibited category of 
job. so the question of taking work of prohibited category 
from these persons could tot arise 41 alt. It has also been 
mentioned iha; these persons hardly worked for 3 0-45 days 
in d ytdt in non-prohibiied item of work under the contractor, 
Ramyas ffpadhyay. 

4. Rejoinder has been filed by the employers stating 
Siime-ihmg which lias been staled in the written sltucmeni. 
The workmen"also filed rejoinder stating samethbig which 
has been slated in their written statement. They have also 
filed a judgement of the ilon'blc Supreme Court in Special 
Leave Petition No 7415 of 1 986 in which five workmen have 
been found to be regularised by the Hon'ble Supreme Court. 

5. The management has produced MW-i- N,K, 

Shntmo, Mini and also filed paper, Exi. M-L 

'['he workmen have produced WW- 1 - Kulcshwar 
Yndav. WW-2-G.L. Chakrabarty and WW-3 CM Shamna 
and ITluil papers. i'.ws.W-1,W- I.T, W-L^? h W-2, W-3 and 
W»t 

6. The main argument on behalf of the workmen is 

that they huvr :t> he regularised as they have worked in 
prohibited category nf job through contractor, 
Ramyas Lpadhyfty.v But Sri Upadhyaya under when they 
have worked has not been produced as witness who may 
have slnicd whether l lit sc persons have worked under 
him J'here if? no document which may show that any 
attendance was inked in the period which may show I hat 
they have worked in the colliery of the management. 
Taper filed by the management, shows that these 

workmen worked a* contract labour for the year 19 HI I9&4 
and 1985 only, l-'uleshwar Vaclav worked in the year 1983- 
4 days m 198-1-94 days and in 1985-10 day's. Tribem Yadav 
worked in the year 1983*2 days, in 1984-54 daysatnl Dina 
Nath Yadiv worked in the year 19 84-8 K days atid m 
19850 tUivN only, which shows that no workman has 
worked in r«ny calendar year 190 days, so that any bene fit 
o!' Bancrjt-e t 'cimmiTice can bo gi ven to them. 

7. WAV. I- Ell lush war Yadav has stated in cross- 
e*amitunioiLiii:u Ramyas Upadhyaya used to get work iVom 


die colSiety wi contract Las is and Ramyas Upadhyaya used 
to pay our wages and they have worked under Ramyas 
Upadhyaya. In this respect WW-2 G^.Cbakraborty stated 
fn cross- txaminati cm tliat li e ha* got rto paper to show that 
these wfirknttn were being paid through contractor, Ramyas 
Up&dhyaym Payment rcgi&iers were being maintained by 
ihe contractor. Regarding work done he stated that 190 
days work has been done Sty the workmen* but as per 
paper filed by the managemail [Ex.M-0 it shows that none 
of the workman has worked for 190 day's in a year. 

8 . Main stress has been made by the workmen 

representative on WAV-2 and WW-3. WW-1 -C.L. 
Chakraborty, who has worked at Basdeopur colliery from 
1977 to 1999 as Sr. Overman and who has proved 
Ext. WM/Und W -1/2 and has stated lhat they have certified 
that the persons worked under Ramyas Dp ad hay a, 
contractor, in drifting through stone. This certificate has 
been issued on 17-11-87 which has been moved by ihe 
concerned workmen 10 the A.L.C. <C) No report has been 
called regarding this application by the management 
through A.L r C.(C). Dhanbad, on which basis this wan css 
has got any authority to tonify. If only eliows that with the 
Connivance of the workman he lias given false can ilk ate 
because of the fact that ihe work done by any workman 
only can be proved by Auenderxe Register. Payment 
Reghriar £&d not by <i evnificats issued by a person who 
has not been authorised by the management to issue 
such certificate. It show* his connivance that if he was 
Sr. Overman and Ik has never complained, as per his 
cross-examination Jo the management remanding work done 
in prohibited category of job, as neither any document 
fi led by the woi'kn 17' = 11 ljr 1 !u H thc mHJ1 a [ 

has given order for msi i: 7 k prohibited category 
from these workmen. A* pCr T paper tiled Py ^ m ™^cmenl 
it shows that only repajnnu and removing work order ha** 
been placed to Raimis L'padlivava as per paper Nos 21 to 
4ft, WVV-3 has stated tl cross-e vain inai ion that he hiiL. mu 
seen work order relating to Rjuiyas Upadhyny. Ilk:re is no 
record with me Eo show how mam day* they have worked. 
U only shows that lhe>e workmen have w orked under the 
contractor, Ramya* i -p^dhyay I 90 days in a year, so [hoy 
cannot be regularised. 

9. The management has also role nod (he deei-uons 
ofHon’ble Supreme Court ] epoitcd in 2001 Lab. I. C. 365ti 
between steel Amhoijiy o]‘ India Ltd. and others Vs. 
National L r nion WJuer Lmnt Workers 11 nd others. and 
2006(2) JIJ ft 282 he^ SeLieiaiy, Stale of Karuaiaka A. 
Ors. Vs, Uma Oevi & c>i^. in which the Hon'ble Supreme 
Court held that the Cout -15 should desist from issuing orders 
for continuance of Thtve who have not secured ivgulur 
appointments as pi-r c>.iahfishcd procedure-wide ptwver 
under Article 226 arc no; intended to be u^cd ibr the purpose 
0 f perpcluati \ig i 1 legaIiLi L ‘s, irregL]laritior itnpropr 1 ctici or 
for scutting whole scheme of publ ic crnployincm- Courts 
are not to ignore enrnuyagi: nr ajTprovc appointmems made 
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or engagements given outside the constitutional scheme. 
The Hon'ble Supreme Court also held that contractual 
appointment ends with the contract-daily wager or casual 
appointment ends with discontinuation-daily wager? form 
a class by thence foes- they cannot claim discrimination 
with regular employees. 

10. In view of the facts and circumstances stated 
above, the concerned persons, namely, S/Sri FuJeshwar 
Yadav, Triveni Yadav, Dinanath Prasad, Ram Lagan Pus wan 
and Ramdeo Prasad cannot be deemed as employees of 
the management of Basudeopur Colliery of M/s, B.C.C. 
Lid. and their demand for regularisatiou in the service of 
the management is nol justified. Accordingly* the 
concerned persons are not entitled to any relief. 

H,M, SINGH, Presiding Officer 

^ 22 3TTOT, 2008 

'9fll3tT t 2*44.—alsllPl* arfVfrH 1947 UW7 

"^T 14) ^TCT l? ^ ■ilj+K''! ft, fTT^TT ft. 

^ TR'FHT ^ ftfT 

^ ftN. afT^ ft sftetflTT ft 
4R4sl< &fltllPRh 3tf*R5W9R 
WH 37/1990) ^ ft, ^ 

TTT^R 22-8-200S ftt ETTT *TT I 

[ft HyT-290) 1/23/1990-3TT$ 307(1**) ] 

arfireift 

New Delhi, the 22nd August, 2008 

S.O. ^644.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. C1T-37/ 
1990) of the Central Goverment Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Japui as 3 howin m the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute betwceii l!) e employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Bikaner Clay and Chemicals and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
or) 22»8*2O0&. 

[No. L-2901 1/23/1 990-iR (M)l 
KAl^ALBAKHRU Desk Officer 
srpw 

’f. #. m%. tt. 57/lV?C 

T^tl : ^5 TOiH, 9R Rijvft 3=Tt^l 

gr, 1^-2901 l/22>9ft-3ilj.m( J f=rt^ r > ft ^ 1990 
< jf’i < n J qileiHti fWtii 

zftwil} — W% 


WT 

^nf ('tff’l'M qj*iK 

fel^spi) 1 —arai*fT 

TdfaffTT 

ifldufl-) : sft -rfrfm tjtrtvt Trot, w. trt. 

"STPsfr i*ff #7 : <ft 'fc'ilH WT 

3RT*ff qfr 3ftr -ft : 9 ft trN *rftt 

fcftfti 3R|^: 2-8-2008 

ararf 

]. *R+lt, SR HSdVR, ^ ft Tftfaef 3TI&1 
fti -Jiftft PlM T3JRlfsRi77T fft^fftcT 

Iwfttr ; 

11 Whether the action of Hie management of M/s. 
Bikaner Clay and Chemicals, Bikaner in terminating the 
service* of S/Shri Manak Ram, Ashuram, Smt. tatasi, Smt, 
Pu&hpa and Smt Kojaki, Beiders w.e.f 2-2*96 is justified? If 
rot what relief the workmen concerned are entitled to?" 

2 . TTTftfTjfTFTMt 

’g.aFT wi w fa" ^Phtr 

^(li+i|ii| Pi^lW ^ ^ti^R ^^^2-2-8^ 

Wnjinfllt TPfft 3R^ ^ RT R^f'KI 2-2-96 it 

cHikfu 5t {j-in^iti Tt it f flpg snnsft A sfwi 

4 ^in 't.n nl•ici if 2 _ 2 _ B9 ^ 'Ft 

f^qr lift M JH^hI ■£ [ ^pRtf t ^ ^f^cl TJjf 

^ ^ itw\ aftqfti it 240 fR ^ arftRt ^4 
f=fTdT ^ yc.il iq^ji 'iflT untl *T 

^ fft’TOft ARB ^ SlfR^f ^fT iSRlf^ ^ ^ ^ flfwfll 
tjvii "^11 ft ml?ft *ft fl*TT ^ 

# TFR it ^ 3TJRlfl *ft | I JB 

Ml jf| "?$3n whiT'ti flfttRrf ^ qft TFR 

25 RT, W tfR 3^lilPl^) Rrqi^ 5Tfvf^R, 19^7 (W 3tFl 
f’T'ftR ^ Rn fciai snft'll) cnjl f^R 77 TTl'RT 

acTl»n f^T T", 9ttl; TJT^hnn TRTf'il SfTTFT 

mm ftft ’ftR t 1 

3 . srarsff ^ -hr it Rta^fa 3 W ^rr ftrr 

Tf ^fficr ^fTRr^ ^ ift 
Witter SRT: ..sWl ^fT mhiTki ^TT Ft ^ 

^T1I I WPI cfTHR fqi<4l nit vhsiA "ftf d'f'tif H=l[ VH HI HI [<I)H 

qq t ^ralijr # "m* ^ 7?nr 1 1 

s^r_ qtTlft Wl 1*P R’l'ir 2-2-Bfi WSfF 17 

nS^ih-s ■“ ’ 

^Sjt, *fWf Wl ^fP? tk Mift Tft'Riwwmi? RRfl, 

1986 ^ 15 ) 1*7 '^*1 ?ft I ^ ^7T It. 4 "R 

^yftqr f^7 yfi-|4iJ!'il ^9^ 7TRTH1 R ^PftcT *7 Ri'mi q’fR *ff 
Mr IRI 1 1 ^ Wql ^ ^ 



5302 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : SEPTEMBER 20, 2008/BH ADR A 29. 1930 [I’.srt II Si:c, 3(ii)| 


m*n-i Tf P 240 ftp OT*f 1 *phi, ■*!? m*TH nmn t \ 

3TP: PITT 25*-mm F 25-4 3Tf4feP 4 FTP PTH ^n^PFf 

m? 1 phi 25 -^ arfaffe 4 ifei 4 tot m*m i f4 ?h 
srfpmt 4 mm mpifa 4 m fe flfwrm 4i pi mi nt 

fefeT 4t am m ptfPmPT PHI t \ 3TF: 3TFT4 PIT PH 
T?T t ft? wmf mT imp fcffe PPP p*T f 3ft 

ffen mrt i 

4, PT3T] P ^fep 4t 4? ^ 4Pdl g^n, 

4 STHITTP, WTHcfr 4 |m| 4I FTHT 4 W1 Ife, 4 PTmm TFT, 

4p?fl prrrai fei 4 Pimm p tj4tt fw 4 w mfe i 
3TOl*ff 4f 4 t 4 pnaHT 4 4 arfe mfe FT1 71PP Fp Pm 
^arr feg pi4 pferfa fe? m fe fefer h 4 fe p ?f 

*1*115 FI rH^il Rjhe mT fi ^ 4' 14 '■{ l "'i*i i \ 

5 , PfeTTflt, 4iTWffl mi sfeOTT fen I FIPT F%FTfp 
4i FFP t fm Tjlppp mi am 4 «rn*T|U| 7^4 PPPm TFT, 

ari^jtiH, 4prfi wrrft, 4 p4 4441 pf 4pm -gw 4 
fmg fern mrai mm if i t tt 4 4ferrm ann^f 4fep 

'Ati 4 4m[4 ^4 yi) S F ftpim 3 - 2- 8 6 4 r'jrfl 

4 I 7$ Tfe 4 TH PPi 4^FT 41 TTT^T mF^T Fp 4 mP 
4 t P? T4T* am mF^ PH 4 fTT ^TT Tc^ 
1 1 ttp! arm ttftt t % f^rfs 2 - 2 -so ^ ttTt ^ 

2-2-89 4t f*r wfi ptJCJ T htt ^ttt TTmm i 

ot? ^TqT^ ut aramr t^n t rt ^Rfm arfFiwroT^i g anr 1 ^ 
Tfwrr mi «gf*T $ 24t) Itt ta arfETm fen ^ 

TBf t 4 Iferr qdfliji mi ar^TTr "feT w4 ^tt "g jfim=n 

inf^ ti'3i Hwnfl ^tt ^ STfii ^nrrsfl "Hr 7% giPT 
arfermr mi mrr 25 - gm mi Tfen f 1 ^rmr fei 
^r?n f im yfH'ti'i^i mf fei TFrfe m Trm; mif 
Tftft fet fe mT ^ TR*T TTTmTT ^ aTTTTWf TTPiTn F 

Mwi'TF54 tNtt mri -^rjirfH 4 tfi fferr 4 
yrsfffe «ft pm TTHTfip mi stkfi ar^tT gp argfer f . 
3PTT«ff Tfen f yftfe mr ppt m ^t5pt mm 4 ptt mfe 
Ft ATfefef FF vtlpgfe^ |feg WfrTjfempTjp artf 
T#immn mi feimr mr armr? fe fen 4 ypr 25 T'T 
^ fern 77 mi Tfe iTctfe f 1 Tfe T fe TsrffeTnr 
F am ?ftp mi nni H*siife Tcfesr fen f 1 pv^fi 

pfpth t Tsripm! mi Fnm ImgFH hsi 4f mr 
tfen t T^fer fp TmF p mts frmr^ a-iqTi snr P np fe' 
^ 1 fmgfe psfyi 4 4 ttmr# m pf 347t 4 pfen m 
w err 4 afrm4 pwft w tm m PriH m 1 Tfe mr 
4 *tfp t fa? jpnMT f sfe ferrn m tp 4 p pfe wptit 
pfepm mi ppt fern p fem 4 ft pthpi t |p 
ppp p mr^ 4 piw pti h4 fp p 4 4N ftmT= pm rmm 
4t *t 4 ph ptpth m Piffe mi ptpt mrfp mi pi^p p 
tm fen i ip ftp m pi 4 pfefa mi pptt ^ fe fep p 


4% sfef mt4 prmm pp, 3rr?iTrp. 4 p 4 Ptmpfr. 
4 p 4 ^®n P 4ptft mpfe mi Tfeg 3 tpi4 up pptft 
mrt mr ffefm m^yTfpm p aTgf^n * mr jpttttt Imp ptp 
4tj 11 

6 , ararafl pfefp p ampf pfp p rnnim fe fern 3 
Fft 1 ppt wvr^ mi ffrfir 2-2-B<i pferfe i 
mfe p4p p : -2 ■ hit p 4 mi fer H f 
p Tfe ttptPp mi ipfp 2-2 -1<9 mnri p^ ^ 1 ppmi ppp p 
Ipt pfepm 4 4r mrp pp Pm -gp $ fe' fp^fe fer 
2 - 2 - 86 1 p 2 - 2-89 mi fe ttp: 4 pm fen ppt, pfeTa 
t 1 im ptf mmppfi mm p % m^p Pm f? ? p 4ppp 
pfm P4P p Ffeffe p?p Tfep mr ■jrgTjPT m ferfe t 

3Tk PIPTT PT 4 PT#nr fe' aT^Pfp PTP 4 PTWlti 
p 4 11 ami P4H ^ fe yipmpnj p pi4 4iarn p mrP 
fen 4 ppi mif fgpfe apPm T <m fe f mr f p 4 mfe 
fe m mi^ p-femr afe fe p? t fern mpi4f mr*np mr 
mmr t fm fp 4 pfep P fern p 4 Ptp fe fem mppm 

Pirf T? P I ijWlsMM JiT Pl4 PPPP 4 T?T 3lfe 4 fe. 

Pm fg "f pp] pfr fern feim 7 *i mrm iffer 4 3rgprr 
pr «rfpmmm mi ftp mfepr p fe F i ppt 4 mn 
^rpp pm 4 mfe t, sfe tfp f fm srifei p arr4 
PWP PPT PPTfe 4 mp 4 mm 4 t 3ffej P 24f) fe 
iji'i iaiT Flip fen, r*4 mr.' mn pit Effpmpnj m ! ir 
IP snmp 4 t 4iP tttsat ptfi pt 4pmmn 4 anr 4 p4 

PF ^ I a'd UjT FFP 7 fm %i i ^ <ih' i ,T T 4 "4 flPTF TT^ ^ 
3pp fpp 240 fe mpf mr^ 4 pp'p p 4 ffe fpp 
4i pf ^ranm fm gm p4f 'P' m,-4 i : fei m4 20 fe mre 
fen f mnfPi t mTP p4 ' fe-i 1 nvnm pp 4t ffe p 4 
3frrm ^ fm pp ppi fe fm Trm 24a fe mm 

feT 4 1 ^fep 4 pfe 4 -miim map f% mr ppp fp 
P m f tpp 4 i-z-^-r, 4 p 4 Fm p pppp km 4 
Fzra TP mi Trwtj armfi fep p 4 T^imp fer p Ffem 
mfe PfmpfrniHFFT 4 m (R? n Tfe ffp f fm 
mmfer mT wt wi+u rr- mTn fe f i 


7, PP m?TT PT PP FTP-1 pmrn P afempm my "ppr.i 

2 - 2 -«fi mi ttptpt mrp mr fepr f fern mpfen * afe 


4^ mfm 4w m mpm p pp fe fe mi ppr^ r 
pin 2-2 -H9 4t 4fi 7i 7mm ^-r. mfei p i ppjfrsPp 
mn t, ttt prp p Brpf^i 4 =4 tt mre‘ mfe4 p 4' mi 
p^ t p 4 4rf ^mrm p TPn'm mmmPT ppt p i ann4 mi 
anr m 4 arfFm pifft m - tftp th pfi Far f fferm pp f 
P PTF pfei, 1986 P Pmp pi; 4 p mi TT&m 7 . I 

tsfpf 4m mmr p m^fen -?) jip m *m 25 -Tm, 4. 'n 
gp mn fep 77 4 zfei'4 -t: i^fer # mfe pr^Tife p 
ppt ttptIpi mt Mm 2-2 s< : f g-f m urn pp P 240 fe mi 
mpf fen 4, trit mil pw vi4np 4 4r p ot srf ^ 
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4Rr«h ju«iT*|'*i ^ TOR ft'i'isi 2-2-89 

rami to "I i fR to 3 *K *rfffici tiiflta 3 fi^tjPTreft 
riot sreffro Rft afi 3 aoif t to to [eulMiqitil w ^>t 
^ti w*rf|((*<u| srtffro ^ arti it Trfi tro to $ i 
TOT qfl ^RT 240 I^T TOlftT ^ TO'’ ^ ^ ^ 

vwicik PhHi RRt ft* ^ f ^ ^ ft? q!T VH 

uj*IT j iui vr ^ *tt, ^ 3 *jrt 25-t^p 1 wfVfaro w 
tffiTRtffTOlTOtt I VR125-^tRTO 3TfafWlfaTO-77 
^ TOR $ ^11 ft^TO "t"te R?l| RftTOT ipft OTH*ff 4 

*ft V/4 TOtF Rft«5?r Ij^l ^f Wtff'T’Tl TO TO Tl, ^RT TOF1 
yi*iT J l Lr l TO^TST t I TO^ F*TTOSw aTO*ff fTOFl TO TOR t 

r* iurFto si* rst w i sT ^f, 

4 WS«| TOTR ifefe 3 fl*TT TOfH Ri ThRT 4 ^pln TO f, ^ 

R TO ?TO0 3R«JrcR il!JI*fl J l<J| R? Sfft fro 
TO*fr rTOTO’ATO25-Tft F SftftPlHH FTT F Pi-h-k-77 
W TOW TTTTT *ft wfim 3TlT ^F ftw Ftf £311 I 
A Au frort t % Tirahpn arrt Tfrt 

1^1 *h^ ’f p Wit M^H u l ^f 3uriM 3fTIFrf 

HI to ftiHI "^TTlIT 

Ai Ao$ 41+1^1 ^ #41*^ 4l*hi^ rt wi 

BTTTi Wfjft F|U|* TTF, an^TTTR, ^flHfll Mill +41 ± 
#R?ft £®T1 F eJWf ^1 flsffl F ^TOTTf Fft Am 4Jmm 
fc4 ^rtfcirel OF ^-T ^ I MIDI'S I 

srjiffa tttfi Frtf ft ^=wf>wifl ^nff f i" 

15, S7TF ft4n» 2-B-2008 Fft ^ r FTFTCTF ^ 
I^TOM ^PIT *IM\ ^ t|^*K ^1 

flirt 1 

*iWr TRT7T ?FRl, ^iHirtTi 
it ftwfrp 22 5ffTO p 2008 

W,OT + 2645,— jftti l P l fr RW I 4 aqfWrur, 1947 (1947 
*5T 14) VKJ 17 ^ RTRRT frjRin 

4hTh^ IflPli® i WRH ^ (flit In fll flflilf 3^1 flnfli <t 4*itiJf 

^ vN t r^rr W& aWiro Itoir ^f ^TfR rtrsIT 
4(IPi« anHiRror/TO tojt "i tor Cto^ rtoi 
■<ffl^n{€l- 59/1996) RTi to#rt ^Tfff t, ^ ^RvR TTOK ^i 
22-8-08 WR'gatn qr i 

[if. T^-43012/1/1996-31^ 3 TR(t^. ) ] 

RvR^T RTW, £p* 

New Delhi, the 22nd August, 2008 

S.O. 2645,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No ClT-59/ 

1996} of the Central Govt. Indus. Tritmnal-cum-Labour 
Court Jaipur now as.shown in the Annexuns, in the 


Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Hindustan Copper Ltd. and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
22-8-2008 


[No. L-43012/1 /] 996-LR (M)] 
KAMAL8AKHR.U Desk Officer 

3RJR*t 

rtF # + 3lrt- A 59/96 
WftT : «<q»K r ZW it l^.^l ^FT 3frt7I B>. 

^-43012/] % 27- It -96 

^fe snj sit ^ 80 ^htt 

ft?R, J fmid^i tert rt w F Tfe, 

414 ^ f —uraf 


si’HW^p wtt % r "feirt 

—arareff 


JMfWltfl 

1 4 ItfTT ^TTT wrf F m* ^ rt. T?H. 

w4F Tl ; 

: rtTirt 

feiV 30-7-200S 
]. 9PT M=ITCTfl M 1 3TTrt?T affrtTT 

rt frorr ’if ^imfWi ^ arfWmiM ^ Prtftrcr 

t 


' b Whelher ihe action of the managetnem of Khoiri 
Copper Complex, Hindustan Copper Ud. KhetnNagar, Disl, 
Jhunjhunu in leiminating the service of Shri Suresh Chard 
w.e.f 30-8-92 afler employing him as Casual workman w.? h f, 
3-5-83 to 30-8-92 n irtermittenly without giving any 
opportunity of emp]yment before emplyoing workmen 
junior to him, is justified? If not, to what re lief the workmen 
is entitled and from what date?' 1 


2. TtRfl 

3^ ’far rtnrr fft frort Tiftra tf TjtErt ^ 
nr«ff aranlf ^fwrr ^ A *o+fUw> 

rt *hf4 *n< FT 3 fl^ftTT fitful ^ TTTsff ptuiok ** a 4 
T5T FT 3T5n?ff rt ^ ftFTFi 30-8-92 A 

mMf ^ rt^T -stfItt ^tt f^n i 

to Trtr , gte Ftf vitff ^ ’pf -swrt vr -m^ct ^ 

FTPTi ^ ^ H Tt+1 FT Ftffi+i 4rpt iTFT 

■gFTFrt FT! ^ J lflH Frt fFRTT FFT fFFlF 
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1947 (WT frnfa F 33F1 OT farSiT ^TT'i 

m\ 25-t^f tt 3Hoiflcni i i w ■gfe t tot w. 

VTtT 25—"^T FT 33ptFi*iti "T fi'-JH 77 T TIFF Tit qRwil RjjTT 

ttfi 

*TT "37T TPf T tHU ^ 81IW Tt iT7ff TT £ Vi 
OT 25-xr^- qn 'd^V-H I W STfapOT TT W 25-TI 
T tot 3n®ff tt TiFir "gw "a^r ft ^ hsjit Tirana tt aryiCr '■ ■ 
■Rlff^t l 3¥Wr3Fjfa(Tq jT^rq-nF^SOTTF} 

fT S1TT -S3TT7T fiTTR 7 30-tM*2 TT -347 Nr 1 

^ Rlfatl (V'TI TTTSTt "ant +FIH, Tk-ch *IRF ^ 7TRFF 
ftn&Fi ^ -tri r^r^r R-rM^ tt stfts ’nfo 1r?r 'sra ; 

3. araTtfl ^ 3TK S 7*T1 V?1 

anqfW srai? iff %' fa? titMT Vi ni^ifUr* Fifar V wt V 
3imsi1 tthir it fafa=r arafifai it faVfaF fm: w faik 
FhV-jH Tl Vlt TF^TT vJTftTTF TTiaff Vr 7TFT FFI VhT I 
surfer 'fji t iT V Vi r ^i ^ Vht? ^(V+if Vr j . ^ -i VI ■5*i'j+ K i 
msn=T ■r TjPwt Vr ^ tVot i. ^ it V?? 
ttcvit m im oti firarc 'airafPrar faqiq 1 ■*& i v* 
3rf%ROT V ^UlTWR 7? R?T -iTTfTl i I ^TOT it 3TF *7Ri fa? 
imtqn au+fm «?fi t* to to m TrfVo twf tm 

-qiCII RT 3^ <h]4 -H^ u I p"|"1 "R7 d+fchr P-HTMI -r-qd J ^7 RRT^T 
^ w «n, 5JM ^T ^cliut^kl ^7ft ^T RftW R R?f 
•JTItft qS^i 34fMftqH «RT URT 2( 00) ( «TTqT) ^ Yl^qFTf ^ 
3RP% 3irat f WT ^PJ TTRR ^ RT*T 
TP#<I ^ TINT ft TOT t> Tf r ^ 5TUTO RT 
froq RPR ^TPB I 

4. JjUH^JjUTR? 3TST«ff ^"5RR115? 9T«Sf ^ W3r r ^r 

wntf t'Z TTl^r iTJWT? WI TTR^I Tf T^IT 

30-S-92 (iqr ^T 33cfa ^ sqr^rfcRtF wri R- 

^ER-RFirffl ^ r-Ml-JH "STRI I^T jIT ^rm RHlPkl ^T: 

FT 3IT»if ^ TJR ilH'blfl W ST^m. OTF7T t\ W t 3Tr1: 
qTT ^TF R^r *f>U ,J l ^ -Hfll ^ R^l, 'lr’d 

^ 1 mf ^ 3t$Ft 7T^ f^rfai 29-8-92 TPF TTfTSTI T^ 5|gT-®i 
^<hP ^rrif Rrar > jua^fw^r 94Ftr^r tr MftjRqH ^ 
hbT flfl i?(l! yiTJ 25-T37TT, ^1, ^ 

^ w^uhi ^ qrr? df^rsH ^jTT f r ft Rh-nt snr 
qr -irntf-f T^qr F i ^TF; TTPStF q^TR v^rK-;i ftr 
RFR “1(11*11 i 

5. "OT^T IT in®ff "5^71 ^ 7HT2T Rq ^?T I^T F 

ftrcm sraiRf TjfrrfHf^i r fsprr ■aff i i 3m«if ^fr -str ?sr 
•4N<W ^1 T*5T ^T RFfkfcT TRF ^ ?N*T ^ T7T f fspRR 

Tr«fl irfsTf^rf^r ^ "Nttf w f.; ^ ^rn^tm *ft u^n tpi 
f r^-cbi ■r«t to fqpn ^rmi \ 

6. ^ ^ff FSTf w -gpfr, v qr ^ ? T i ^n ^^W.- ; 

Rt» i ii I H'dt v i T3 ^7 7P1&T Rm Fq oiTR F7J ^ : 


1. <RT 7TW StfRqr n fTVTt wn R FTITTF } ■ ? f).' F 

4i|4iRH<* SlfRqT^TSR ^dH'* : -RT^nFl Tift fsnfgr Til 8 0.: 
(Top f^n ? ^ 

2, SST 'STtTT F^T *i j: !'^' 'iif'jRqir =fT 'IF' 25-Fy 
jfr, T^wq ^lillRl* fwq ^Ft F^” |'>57 sE Rtf 7 f ' : s 
qiT 4ntW S3 ^ ? 

3, FTrTF-fi qft Thri ;’-v : ' r --f-ri Flr^Ti ii R-^r ir^i 
3fR ^71 2(noH^Tqf) ^Tf'-f^F- t, 'jppr TFf qr FTT-f^ 
3TT7R ^ TTRTFT FlFT RT ? 

4. OTTirR } 

■J 

7. W*fi SifFfT ft iF vir TT^fniv = T-FFTT TiFR F T T7 r i' , 7 r 
far Tn«ff an fr^T sttff^-t-; hvw - v tj t s . ^' 
it ft, FTT 71C!T ft FF? Trq .r^if ’p;i 7 

3FT: ^F "fe? t R) ^nfs: 3-5 - ^5 - 7-^7 tR-TH ^ ^FFVFr 
81?fcqrqi ?FT R TJT^l 1¥f+ r ^ I i"f;l 'it' 7 ? it k in'--'; j: 
TWf-HF TFTfFT FT Rfw 7 i i «< -jlTF ■F ! ’t - RtT'-TT 
R R77T7 q ^TOT TFT tT7T : '.[■ i "i'i ?pf fq'i tfr i- '{ ; -i 
^FTR ffr TT^ RTt^fT 1?CT TFTT '■■ r Tt'5F W5 ^7 ^F^r ; ? Rfjj 
FTT fisn tTF 23 -IFF iTFTk 7 ”? R Tn jF"-n 

RT RFf frn tftj I 3T71?f Rw-TT ~ yFF FT TT^l HH' 1 " 1 ^ F 
TTRq qn| trf^di Tr=n ^tf’ ^fi ft tt^tt f ttRf irRri 

rJi-i-hl TJ^TT 5 sf^ '. "-" TF 7 TFl I'i'jT*-.--*- ■wi'i y ir-j --'i' 

Ft fr fi ^ 17n*rf qn ffi ^ ^ 

p -ji i^ i ?tfFT TFRcT w F ^ 7 t: l 'iTVi^i' 1171 's ft 7 ! t : J" ^ *1 

qit -(rar *wf?t it ^ y .r ; T «>■?;■' ■■*■' b-i-iRFi -■■/■'. -n , 

3TFt qpln F ft? tn57 }r'l“ TT*5r Fry "if F TT^TTt - : 
rTFtq TTH TT F^T RFfT RrFF V-T7FT itt Rq, ^FF^I ^F1 FF7 
RTI trq T7J FT t R| FFR FFITF TTHT tttt^ 
T FTO Ff tWF TO tR TH =3:'^ Fxvth t?t FTFI T . ;T- : 
■iTRT^f 37f*iFT T Iq-r--* trR^p" biq^TFr FF ttcttf tt'-F 
hih<H Tt Rra RFTT tjtft i TF'-iT Tin -SIKTI ’jFtT^; ^fr 

Tt, "RFl ^ ^*71 IV- -H ’-^'J T FFH FI . Rn fRt 
, RT%' : TF f^t IFTTFTFF T 7 ^ ^jrR F FF Tafl Rl -RR1 
TFirfR TT WOT OT^T 'iRy -T JT^FTd f jFtFT 
Vff t 1 irlTrfRfV r -jff^ ft-*-: V 
Rn fVq : 

1. 2003 (97) T^qa.rrrr. *tt : >n < ■: T?. Rr \ Fp TR. 

irtWTR -.i.-U-f, 

2. 2006 TTR- #. FTf, [ OT-RTF TR. ) T7 574 ^ 'VkT 
sRyiuii Tirq q 3^ iV s ->rr.F i 

3. 1996(3 ) T&.V&.y Vr I! 20 ! OTm = FOOT'D 

^ftT^TTtJ fTFTT2; v'l--q> iTfyTFTtT 311^ fOT 

TqFTrfVTm i 
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4. 1994 inp, Mja. #. n27 (^tm) #r^r i?i hr 

# i#+i 1 RR MTR fef^i tAtI | 

5. 2003(4) MM. ip. T^l 954, H<OTi tFHt far® 

VUl+TB U 3TM 1 

6. 2000(3) MRTp.MR-447 (7FSre*IPO«HI#1« 

^TFrttTR TTW5 *j# J 

7- 1997 ip. #. #) 114 (1R) MMPH 

3FM1 <nin ^ 3FR | 

8. (1999)3 ip #, #, 14MltosT^1*RT®fa##tf 

*dlRI 1 

9. 2004(3) TpTp.#.-555(W#) ^™FRF15rfRF® 

. l^Tl if 3FR I 

10. 1991(0 Tjp.O^T.tflt ^*577 (TRWR) 

( Jp1 t l’1 ftt>4 Hi*?'! Id’S | 

11. v.n, MR, 1995 (1R.) 71 ** # i ^ ^3 ft5l 

TTSTTSfR TJ3R RT0R TpiRf RU4M I 

12 . 1991(2) MRip,MR. ^691 (TfiRSIH) 

Wlf t^frs TRWPf R^ I 

13. 1997 FR^Mja,#, H) fa 104OHWH) rzrr 
fHiM 0 ! #RT P ^R fef ■& MRT 3F1 I 

14. 2002( I ) ^^3- 3p. Tit. RM 296 (traR*fH) JUI^wl 
##a wfK -t^r RT«tgr fire® </idiffH 
M^M# #.#.Mli#. MR3? ^ aRM 

15- 2005 FpfJ, ip. ^\x\ #)(TR.) 737 Pl^IRi, 

^K#1 #RI T3T, R 3R1 1 

If., 1992(3)^^. #. (TIM.) 56 **4*H MP Tl# 

fad* TTMTMFl TPR i 

17. 1994 III Tp MH at, 848 (TpiFF) 7 pRFT TFHf 
R*ilH ^FR MIhUiP ffT. faf® fl'14i #. ^TF$ l 

ib. 2005(a) m#, #, 3280 (timtsiir) p^riRfaF® 

*R -RIRIpKI #1751 M 3RT I 

19. M- MIf. MR. 1979 (MR-#->7 5 Amf ffr^FTH ft? 

MR# ta, PTF® #RRRnn I 

20. 1984(48 M'F.Tp.MR 3 [() (ip #,) fan Ff^FRI 
%. feprg Mm-KW I 

21. 1997 til Tp.Tp.#. 439 (TTMFIR) MbnrMTCT^TT 
ffF® TRTMffi 7FR 1 

22. 2005 111 #. MR MR. 1078 (MR #.) MR. MR%# 
far*® jjfvm?! zrffa^t 1 

23. 2001 (1 ) MR MR iR (irfl, TTf. )852 fa*HlR:RI RT»t 
fan® Si I# P I'd 'ROTtfaRR 0 ! p <*ng"i«> l 


24 2000{ III) MR MP # 1678 (*R&) (ip#.) ##. 
MT^, MM 4s1mti fa6® #. #. I 

25, 205 2279 (1JEI Rll,) % aw ^ite\ 

PH66 ^RR MI< FT# rt| TT4RI | 

26 MR TRT. MR. 1999{ l KRIMfflia) 579 Mf^flRlt 
srfRTRU # R>fM Pf+j® MWRRnRft ^ -5R) | 

27. 1993(3) Ra.RM.'M. fa 730 OfaR ^tlrwn) 

TMa flffi® 9ldlHfH Mftl4.lfl flRT*HiTfi*1. 9^41^1 I 

28. 1999(4) 1(R MR. (^.#.#. T^T^.) 476 

«r^|U|| TFHI Rtentfla MftiR#, MR T^TIRMR 

TltlR 9t^4IRI4 I 

29. 2005 MR#.#. IOI5(TIMWn) fa*l, ^ERf fRRIM 

^♦mtI ftl® #*F 7TR 1 

8. MRRfT #t(Plf^ ^ MR# MEM ^RIRT % 4 Rr‘ 

^ MR^ atlFftR® #RRf FtRT w)+R. ftiRT t 1 
MfflPw MW# # 3ltT t fasife 3TT&T 4 R7T ^3T1 t 
MI7.* ^Rf MRTRI # "3M# Piyfin ^fRRT #M “RTRl 1 
R1# rA Prgfel MI^T # MJRR ^ TRHf RR 31# 

^ frtF^ Rf ftRfl t I 0R5S MR) t RiT 

PmlflH #R HRfl^MR MTM #tR f l 

FR# MPt RFM % 1r7 «|IKW1 TJ# 1R# W| : I # RT# 
^MlfttrR#tRRnf iFMW#Fiafi#ftY Ml*r+R«h 9#RP 

# ^R # iR^RTT T^MI Ml W RWR 3 MI4ifW4 

MftFff R^t 1 rn^iM +M|Pld 1MI RT 7TRT MRl*3f RRMIR R 
MI#3RR1 RfR# # fN^gfef tg ^RlfttT MR fRRTM3 fwi 
^RIRT^# # M^RR MMfa "#^Ma ip" ^ M Misfl 

# Pl^fel # # I Ml^rUH. fRTM^ # RR# 4 

flli'ddi fpl *ii(l RRR1 M Rltf 25 _ R,9 , J # R T^T arftfpTRR 
Mlft # RfMRl RIElS MW #RT R# ^IRII 3RT: 30# R7T 
RSfR ^iRM rti RRR Wl l MR4 71# # TR#T R 
3 #lfaftl( 1 ) 2005 ip Tp. MR (TJR. # ) MR, #. 
|^r^r«il MMR F^klR n 3RI7TS11 (2)(2005) 8 MR. 
ffr. #, 750 RRT 1#f?R0 flRIRrl ftF® RTRRlf MRif+lH 
Rfl fM 1 

9. Ah rfm rt #t 0*1*11 * # "PiWr r^hit ^ mr# 
t# f,' 3R# #fR Tf 4)R?T; fa PlfH^R 7RF # t :— 

ftulo fir^ M. 1: 

10. TPsnn ^ n# #rm ^ mri# # rfi # 41# 

feiHi *ti*r *J*i4 FPi WmI MT^T ^i ^ M M^RTl 
Rl*ff ^ fRM-2 R# at# %R1 # M#a- fM# RIF # 

15 frl, teffTRF ^ 14 f^l,R RlFtf in fl(R MTfMT# 

% I FT# R fR^fMT Mr # #RT aft ftRfM <TM 
RiTf I^RT #, ^HT 3T4RS1 R# RTRF RRl f\ gfMI M 
MRT 1# ^ MHTclR 240 fRR R*T9 ftTRI FT. ^ETT # #1^ 
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W4 'MM oil RT ftf i I Stift Ftfa F«(l Tn^f FR ft 

■mF rf ftvi i;3r iftr ft km fr fi fmi ftT f- 1ft -tro 
■jftr umlft ft ttf? T*i ^ ftf irgfy ft 2 -*o far crmou frf 

fFTFl ft I Krft ft! ft? ft ■30 ^TRl ft?T (RJ, TTR ft aftftiEm, 

ft ftftF: f3 rfi jjP^ ft ’jft rti fr ftr aTFfft ft 
240 fftl ^f f i[flK FRF FFR ft R*F tft^ RTF FFi> I Ri ft ^TfVl T ltT 
T /*7Rt ft' W ■RTil' RRTT RFI 7 j Rlftf ft! fa^ftl #FFT FTT-T 
*Tftn FftFift ft F7i if ift £ < ttrift lifts; w fftftF? 

RFlFrl 'FFK1 RIRIRii STRftfta ft FFT ft. IK ft Ff^F 
3FJHR FR=ftF FF^F -J14M4 ft RIF! fft FTRFTR ft fftq ^ 
FRTRT FFT1 TRRRRFT £ fft FRF FRFR FFT FFTpF ft RIFT FR 
1? 240 IlF ol'NMIt FRF fFTFT It, ft TR RFFRft iff RlFl ’PR 
^ I 3TcT: RI fftftF fft^ RTft ft! ftft ft fro IPll Rif RiRl 
FFl f I 

(huNi ft. 2 

11. IF fTjtF ftF ft' Ff tWi 1 I fft FR 45 STf 1 ft lirftl 
ftl RF1 TTRlIft ftf FR RT7T 2 a ■ 1-,’f, fti F RF RF rT'j'F 1*1 
2fliwlf'l"h 1FFT7 ( T-.-lh J tj TRR 1 ( )>1 (ft % Tftft ft ant 
FIR fwi FTHTTiRl) 7 Ft fRRR 7?-?S FR TFrlRa F.'ft in 
FT! ft I I RRT 25-RP ftftRFR FT ftp FT SfRRFF’ 7 'f. 
fthFl FftF.R ftl FFi TFHlv F TiFT.R F-i FtR FF 7 ^ F""T 
rFTTFR 240 PFT FI FFF TFf'TF t “F >FF 25- FT 
FTT F1FFT iFTFl ■jT 7 'T iFFFTFT F '4F^ fFFR F'fF r F 1FFT 
im rtukm >10 -’.o F! JFvi rim Ffti' f!ft fft r i 
RTF 25-7F FlFfTRF F ^"7FT FTt Fpf-TRT TF'TFt ’■;['»If-1 7 
fFW 3TJFTT X^n RTiFfTF '3H lalFF I’^T ?pm =*! «•:':. O'l 

PrrrFFT Ft fr-nj dir ! i?F^: 7 fs: tiftt ftf ftf *h+ - v rh 

TT3FT XTIFI FT7 iT^W ^!v4F: tjl'O TH'TjH f FIORJ dq 
•■5(f>W gFi FiT T7F WT FfFFFT ’pt F FT FTF FT 7 - t 
■i^l TRl TTT T I hh HI ^TT I 7.^V'r] \ ~ ^ 

-rp-fT FFp r | FV’ ! TF 4frJ' :! 'iW, VIF •f*'r 7. WF : 
IF T^T F FF jT f, 'lR l rifTO FTT ?Fi ’J[ FT Ffr.Hl t J i. 0T^ F ‘iTF 
FTF FlW F.'; FFT ipq Fiff FF OR FF1 ij-fil *' - l ’J, 
FF 1 If I IF* oTlVi i{VTT 01 P FVT FT^ ypTRn't V tTj 

F f-R40 *11 V*-!’ VFO-n H^lFfl ; T - I :-■ t^T FT FRO 4-tl "i 
Tjfi Ififi fttf ip tqnnqTT arofM ft *f ; pvrv 

RTJT fefFp? TFrFT fr-=:;T ‘F'TFli 'FMvf-HO F HM4!'I TJFTT^F 
FUFTrlF F TriTFTkR ^R 7 t*FFT *T I i. ; iTTFifTHF7 

+4Fill f^rpo Iff vto rr -r- nipt* f ^ aiofeTi 

FIT FTT FIT?ft TOT 7 TF FTFFTriTt FF r7 FFl FFF ! 
unof "* x-fr ffh ft.; 7 >;' : TV: r T:'i q:"[ 71=7 ^ i yntlf * F^i-T Pf 

FIT TUPT! ft fr, X ;■■'■'■ q,|^ r -i a-:: TTFiI F«r<T F;0 F.x •'fF*l 
wp krtft 4i*i ; ij 7 i iff; Mihr 'oiirvft >*•'] a<v f 
F! HIK^t FFTT TIT 7TM FF R?! 7, FT ft fjRTTR FfRFT ^ 
FFN XT RTRf ftfTR RTF 'JlTFlT FRT %R 7 F 7 F RR FT'TRI = 
:-,TTFT ft f* WH PvFi RT FTPTF3 '-FT Rif RORFl ft IF' 'IT. i'l’ 


FRTFl ft f* "STMt iffRFT FR RFT TlfftSTH RFfF ^ fetv. otl(P(l 
TFT »H IFF STFfF W<! 7R RT WR; ftl 

URTRT ftPl^ tffl W RTFFR ^ ^7T ft {FT FTO 

25-ftf -STfiTflFR FH HtTFR x’lf FFTFR RFRU ^ Flf FTFF RFT 
ft 7WT yi^rfF* NfFFTf FT ^R R ftm ffti FRT 1?lFfF(T 
appR RppitF TRRTTR ^RTFIRTF FT PFTRT FR 4tTiH ft FTFTffRFT 
fth FT rfFlft Sfw' FTT FflFTRT Tpft T0F1 ’•ft ftTFlFF. ^■ 
fft^ aTIFTFFT Fftf ftl IF ftFR ft RTftf *f 3lft ft ftt ^FRT 

RF1 FFFTT ftl FTOFFR fFTFl i IF RTRT ^V_H’f ft TJTsff FR 
240 fft=I yRPdK FTTft RTTR W.\ R!F fft^ FTFT FFI Fll IW J M 
FFm FR ft! FK1 25-Rp 5Tf" t ffHRH ft 3TFTFR ft if 

ftftffttf ^ ft IT TUftT ft aPFTt Fri xiRtffti ft TJFT 
oRTRTT 240 fftft FRF Ptj'JT, m-^ fdiRl ^ 3(1! ftlT feft 
Fft ^RT RTft Fft Fft^ RFR RR RTlft I 

)2. fftflR ft ftfft VT.=n FFFR tTtFl ft 3T^?1R FFT 
fdRl.HF ft Tlftf ft ^fT: fftftFF "<TR FTT 3TFHT f^ft ftFI : 3Tlft 
Fifft^ FT fa41 ^a ft" ftR^T, 5H F^F ft" ftFT fft HI 

fftlfftr I, RP ftft ^ 777T |, 1 ^ 5nfti FR 

FTR Fft ft WFI TJTTt FTF-ldT TfRT ft, ftW ft FIT RP4T FFT 
71 snftftRFT ftftftf ft FFR ‘ i ijlV'TXRT Tjft FR ftFRRT fftFF 
RRRT xfi fd4 1 'll* ft iftfftF ^ftf RUT FF3 i\ Tnft ft 31Rft 
FFT-ff ft" ft FTiRT^ FF>I RR'hxr^ ftbim, llft^FT ?m 
ftftr, fftfil I^RR nft aillF FT RT- XTRlF 7TftTFT oFcT F 

tftftF ^fr irft ft frgffti sR-fti ft ft ^tr ft tftrftt ftm ft 
Fft" FFigr irfiry ft ^ ft Ihrifr it m ft ttft fi fftfffti 
FTT(5TRn fftaift 2-K-95 ft jRFK ftn ft RRl RFT t F^fft 
KTftf iTTFTftFFT ftftFi ft 'f-R ft fftpR *TTI ^2R1 T^ Fft 
ftFTFTT FTFTFli .STFlftjR r 3RT > ft ft(W 

.3TppjftF4i ftfftFR ft ftF'F ft' RRFRVI qft ftf 5TR5RT Taftiim 
ft FIT FR FT TTFTrTf 1*11 f[ft’ 1FFI' TftFFT Fjftf ft ^'•TTF ft F 
TTT 25 RFT FR iovlV-f I1RT ft FIT FH FFT II ftft ft 
JTpiTT ITlf fftfty* ftl ft ; . F Tift 9VT Rif FR FI 

iffi F1RTR ft T3Pu : :R RRT ft FT FFTRl ^ FF 

ifft ftiTFRT Tjft ft RTF ft ft . ft" if 1 TFT pTR fftp R>I 

FTTJIIRFFR TTFTFT ft fttT > : ft W 7 ft 0TT TTTS ftf II RTF1 
II 3TF: RFRJl ft' ’Til 25 TI ;-I RT'ftRR FR 4 r ftRR TftFT aft 
RT t?. !Mrt[F: FR ftl ft fR2T ft' 1 ' '■'! 'TTR 7 II 

13. IRRF1 ft Tift ft ftr ft FTRT ftftl IF 
ftFF ft F Rwfi ft f , ‘-“R' F Rift ftftTfer flFUTFl FR 

ftllF ittRIF WF >1 RTF ftT ITF f • R^T ^IRT am. 
TJR.FRTTpR ft'ftRTft 'ftOR-FI ft 24iJ ftT FRR fftn, 

■3^1 ft tftS qrft ft “T ; ft: ffr ft yftFfft iftft rft i: 
TjTJTFT TTFT-FTR FF fftl-.ri ft OF R RFTRtT fftlRR fFTR 
TRI ft fftS IFTT, ftF'TT Wf. r FR 7- • »ft (RI ft TORI 
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^PT J ^ ^ ^ *ft 

I^T W ^ ’fe Ihw^ T?F ^ arafafti srf^ft 
240 fat fa^JI, ^ftftft ^fn^lRci fa*n *T*tt tl ’SFRTOT "4 
51TT *(W ^>T 240 f^'Hi W ? TT ^HT T T 7 7T 

irapm ^ ^ ^r f*R ^Tfr f i 

ttjwft ?Pt ft^c ftps! ftf 'ft SflffMFm wtr 2 J 
t^ p ^ dwfftn i mr w *ir -JT*r*i fwttt y^t u i ftf 

■ft cF*3i sPrt ^Jt sftr ftr ftii& nff ^ j TrPrar 

(+|JI ®iW ^ZRT ^ ^ 3fftr t^ii f^HFTT TO 

PntftS ^TJTTT7 IP TF^ ®Tft?T ^FTI ^F ^FT ift ^iftMf 11 TTO^t 
^ i ^ ss *ft ufimfer fe'Mr to ^ fr ^li«it 

H|*f^ *¥ *ft "ft flt|H cTF^Ffft f^J ^ 

^Fmi sgw uraf w ^p? ^ft Tj^t ftf 

*n F ftfn umf ^ff arh; t| ftr^ ^ ^ *< yzrar 

’JjRT fMfeT ftf ’ft *irnW TOTCTFFT ft tJF! 

25- T T^(ftt) 3ftMFr*FT^ Pi4 +i 77^ W "JFFfrFT Tfl^T riPt*i 

pwifl M^i^i ftf irftf ^ft Ffal 240 fat F^ Ftp ’ftW Tftf Fj4I 
fl ^RT ld4 i^picr ft^T ^Pm iftl ft (1*^ 
*ft F^PFI y^f ,J i ^ TRE# ftt f'R f l ftf #f*TT J 517T 

^TTT 25-^ft ^T imVi IjtRT RTRT T THr *W tV-^ («i*in M^t^i 

fllPpS flll ■illi ^ ^Hl ffl® 13H isl ‘H(,|'i<; ^"1 

TRWTT TRR T T T 5R R Rf 1*FR 77 R 78 RH 
anji'ni HMI 'i<(i r*tnj TRST 0 ! 'Imi sutti^t fspff 

n<5 "fl 5^, fe* ilfl ^1 W( 1TO 3T^T ^°t™ T7T, , ff, 
7Wf Fb| V^E TTRT*TR *%Tt, 4d«lft VffTOT 

^*T fwfepT!! ^ 3RT &JN 1 yi^H^I ^ 7R1^ 

unAy 'jVjhih srfiR# R^?i+ 

>4<l<4lV)«l, ^ft- 3TT^-"Zt- 3 3RT T^’ ^iPra SRI 
(MfflU 7FST ^ ^ «Prt sih ii m\ 

25-W # ^ T^ «T 3wfSR m ■ftT? i«n w -5^ TOR 8 
trtjtji ^ fej -^f ^sn f i ^prutT ^ 

^fw ?i Rtrrt «ito 2 s-t^ 7i ’^rCufT *ni 

wt 7R? ^ ^l'^i hr ^cnrew ^ 

$|u.sm %. |li ^4 fRfarr^w wrt 3it*T iwjtf Hh^s tt^rr 
TPR ^ *ii h<^ Rt 25-T^ ^ tft ’RRfiR ^1 e+Hti STfTflT^rt 
ffWHd ^ ^fl RR 11 STJSR Mrai* - R 

TJT*if ^ WT 31?TO7 ftRI Tfl^T «lHw4i 

Fl^'»l*l 1^1*11 1 i^'Hf HjT ^ I 3Ttl: ^1 ^»il’t1 TR 

■RRif ^ ^ ^ ^ 51*ff Rft ^ TR^ 'rfi ^TOti 
PUifil ^f, J: 

14. pr cfS ^FT 'RTT 3W?fi rn^H* RT 
Rll Tntff T 7RR t| W1 ^ T 4 l ?T4 3TI $ ?1 ! BV f Tpl-1 ^MjR-14 
RiJ ^ "JITrT ^ "HRR ^ R?fJ 3H^?T 15-15 ^ ilRT 

TOf T™T-5 ^5ra7ft s T'*f?T5:M’TORlW7R?RRfPi 
3H^YF 1^ Wn* 3TRP? RRi ^ 7T*H 3RT^ RiTiS 3Ttt?I 
R>pf ^ umisi "5 ^ ft?T R1^ ^ ^T, "^TII iff 
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1?R-4 Rtf ^ Tiwf Rfl f*P=T- 2 
fifRT'lf ^ HE"i f'TR-2 R*pf ^3 TT*T1 3flT^feRRT tlk RT f^wt w 
tt w W ^ 3neff ^f l^rjf^fT aiRftT TROft 7PTR +wfrfR 
3n^I 1J3* PitV^a a^fu ^ ^IfT nqnTl T TFir -I FT ^1 

3TfkrfR 7 TR r Rff HID 2{0 O)(rW] ^ RfR^ fln^il 

TTRlfe 77pf 7RH 'fl ■RTt Tff^T ^ 315^1 TWtRT ^ RK 

Wit; WTTfT ‘Ef ^T*IT W fl ^FcPTcl «4.<u| # ^if 
3T1^7T (3lrtR) 1^ ^R T^TR FT^ 

fs*f *w#r 3ai^j "^t ^ M tjr ti 

* I J^PT 2007 1 y'n-'VM-^. 696 COT.Tft,) i'ii^ ^ "s^jh 
IKIVIISH 1^5 4*1^ FTWCT TTS^T WQ ^y.W 
2007 I T?5T, HR.3, iR 717 {HH.tff.1 
TfrtR? PciPiie “^f “^iff R nlflHiftn Ri7(T RH1 iRi T5T 
^ UlHM fV-i+1 3H14i[+ J -l E ft ^ffW ?) R Rif RRf qqj 
(I^TTffeft) mA RTffW ^ 
if»l TtRf -H*1(1*0 W 2( 00) arfVfWT R wf%- Jl^RR 
usol r?T +>pi ^n «<hcii cf*n ijtu 2(*4Nf) ^tW^rr ^ 
>^<rl!( *if "^fft "HHlfni well ^f| iRtht^I ^ 1 5fT aiMi ^ 
1T3fR $ »if i^fflnj Tiwf 3Ttr ^ Rn ’JH RSTI ( !) Trp.'HiT. 
-ffW-4^7 R 3F7 fw^ feU<+£ ??Wl (2) ^T 
RfRR TrftRRr ^ 3Rt P*^ ^{ftrn, (j) vli^tw fwir 
I'Wm'H aqfn^rif ^RTfwr^ Tt^ra, i. i * 

,0<(<^-1 -Js1<H1 4R«ie-l fWT 7RB ^ 

# yfdHlftd ftf4W «P ^WFl f^RT f^vT ^Wl(1 UcFTTil "4 

^Rl ft? TR Ri u h ^®fT, siIho* ^ aHictif^Hm 

lff7 R7 R =ntl<i wfli 15-15 f^TT ^ 1RH HR 31RR 4 
PR^fRHTf Pianw*lf ff f 7f«TT ITT RRR 4 srm gfSpi 
RHHl4 TsRrFT -41 if M if ^ RRRtW frfa ^if Xl3?t ft» Ri 
W% m "R 471 H TlttiF Rft ^ ^ l 

■3R; w f^S ann«fi Riiifii^ w\ snr-R fks ^' i h i tri 

‘Tifl ^1 

P(uftl R 4: 

14. HS 1¥>f*r fa%, at$m ^ Wfafl ^ m 'RTT'#?r 
foWRfr ^ aflinR in umf 1^;# srtjr ^ ?, 

3R: Mr RTT ^TTt fm TWFt'Mr ^dfn $; 

- 4; 3R^f ^KThT flF^lPT ^TPTT fe. 3I^FiR 

Em !ft ^71 RE RitftRR? 3-5-1985 4 30-8-92 ^ 
nidj.irif* ^ t sf&rfm?; ^ ^ -a fHiiir^ 
^4TR ^ 11?^ fiHRT 30-8-92 fl ^T ^RtT TTH1 R 
^U'*i isrfiRTf Rir frifff^R ^\ 4 uriff &1 
3&kk =iFf ^ ^r *i*Jcri$ -&m rit ti yitjf wri 
Tim ’RT^ ’R5T arflRPlif Hlff fl" 

I j. irai^ 34T5T f^RR? 30-7-2008 ^ RPf|R>l 0 

fRWTT ■'HIRtL TJRTCf 1RT 4i Hi^ili 3if iief,l?N|iS ft'iH['[iH| J 

•^m ri^i 


lifcTR 94>'f¥l TRl. "^W'frrT 



|l\un n S-f 'Mill 
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r^vfr, 22 ^t^t, 2\m 

^T h ^T, 2^46.—arfypm, ■ 44.7 £ hJ47 
14) 'WMJTU 1 7 ^ if+HW TT, *F5T*1 nr^fiTR 

^rhr frrftrfe. ^ Tra'cnfar ^ fwwf m rrt; 

^ ^et, i’ sfrarfh^ if 
■srrartw 3TPrariT/5srR hww<i ^ cf^t ^nr 
#3n^-57/i90tf) ^t ^ 

22-a-OS ^T ^ 5ETTI 

[W. T^-45()t2/M<)%-3TC jTTT (^n-0 I 

■:+■:t! 

New Delhi, the 22nd August. 2im 

S.O. 2ft4fc.—In pusuancc of Section J7 of the 
Industrial D is pules Act. 1947 [ 14 of HM7). the Ceil I ru I 
Government hereby publisJitii the award (Ref No. Cl'I-fw/ 

1996}of t he Cent ral Go vemmont Industrial Tribunal-c uni - 
Labour Court Jaipur know us shown in the Anne sure in the 
Industrial dispute between the employers in re l mi on to the 
management of Hindustan Copper Ltd and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
22-08 -200S. 

FNo.L-43012/L:lW4RtM)l 
K A M A I. IIAK H RC, Desk D ftfcer 

afteitf'i* -4ieirfr<Mui, wp 
TO. TOT.-iTl^. £7/96 

TORT TOTTOK, 5fR HN W, TO3 TON 3TON31 

W.'Q. TOR.-43012.'l/9f>-Hl£3IR. (fNfa’T) In. 27-1 1-46 

6JT *1R tTTF ETTT 6)1 NNTTO TK 80, i ji<i| froFTT, 
jfiw^TI 77NN WTO TO TOTH. zfro ITS, TORTJTl 

. . . ,7iwf 


NNTTO 


■siHTTOTt, TORT tcT, tsitos' nii'it 

TOTOTO^TOTO, TlRTt TOT, 

. . , .£TTOT*fl 


iTOfteTTO 

Tftar#r ■srftirarrfr; sft toRtt yror?r Tmf, anr^A^. 

TOT*ff TOT m. H : ■ 6JT 3TR. TTT. 

JnnMf TOt 3)H N ; flt TRtR TORT TOT 

iNNRTT ; 30-7-2008 

3rar£ 


1. TOR 7TTTOT7 r TO WTO, tFFefr TO TOroNTOl STON 7\ 
TO “Sflta 1TO fTONR W RTTOfaTORl TOT 3TfTOTJfq F^ pH^Tvid 
fTOTO £ : 


"Whether the <ici:i>n <u' ihe itumLigerneiN hjI Klielri 
Copper Com pies. I Imdu'iLin Copper ltd,. kheiri 
Na«ar, Diit Jhuoihmm is.ju^i U >clL in LerminjLuLi: The 
services [>I Shi i Hhim SjiiL'.h n e.f. j0-8’92, [A 2s Mder 
employing him i 'os;j;ir warkiium w.e.l. I 7-2-8.T O' 
30-8-92, iniei:'iiuso[K ^\nlu"it jjiuns; :my 
opporinniiy h>| .-mploy me m be To re employing 
workmen junior lo lorn, m violuUou of Setiimi 23-11 
ok' (tie l.D. Ael ih jiL-iiilkd? Ifuoi. tc wh;it relief lhe 
workman i.s eniiiled ond from wlioi ii:ire7” 

2. ‘OTeff IflftTSr ^TT TO R INTO W\ R iTTO 

3tfa? RTT f^nn TOT fT»3T V) 3R77 f 

TJHTf, 3TUT*ft TtPSF T IT fTT3) | 7 2 - #3 R aTTN^TOi 6 )^ ^ 
-$rq -q <fzn cfiT! Ttf SIT I l :,; [ r ik 1 frr*T R XEfl TOTTO ^ '•&. 
TFT *TT inroi ^ N f’ClRT .30-8 92 i\ 7RT- 

^tt 4in^wlfr 7TtricT tot ^^^ 71TI ^ 

"5^ ^1 TTT«ff ^ T* iTT’TTU TO jT^TO 13 3TTO TOTOT % TOT 
gfe ^ ^ TO TOT^ NihR." to TOfro ^r Trerr tot 
TJTT rlpl Frff froi TOT TOT iil^jlNl* ftTOR 3T^JtTOJTT 1947 (TOT 
froror stth »tr srfyfh-TOi Tttoto toptht) tot htti 23 -tot 

TOfRTO FI tot ■^fel TO TOT iTf'^rfTOR TOT TOT1 23-TO1 N 
3 dfsrfTOTiT TO from 77 TO TOR toH Nlkdrll Rr Rift NTT 
TOti Welf TOT TO ^TOT TOR TO WTOtl TOT TORT 7n«TT TOTTO V TT 
TOT) TORt TO fRTJ 7=TE1 6 llRTOT TOT i-irff TOt % TO! TOT1 25 -7!TO TO! 

t TTH1 3TWTCR TOT MTT1 2f-t!R TO TITaft TOt TONT 
1JTOT TOR ^ TT^ TOTTOTT TOI ^TYTItT TO Htl TON: 
7tTO^fTOT TOR?T iT^TTI ^ iRN Wl TOT ITO TTTO 

■gjroi TOT^VT fcroro ,30-8-82 TOT 5FfTOT TO TO^J TOfTOT fTOTO 
7jnTO,TO^TOP^TOTTTtNTRTTOTON^TTTTRiWTOT TOTOT N ^TTO 
cTTH ferorroR tot^ TOT afR'T TOTfro froro ttito i 

3. TOTfRff TOt TOTT TO TOTOT TOT TOTON ’’TTO TOT unT 1 ^ 
3TI4fdi|l' "33^ f fro W TOT TOTTOrftTOTO yfTOTO TO RT TO 
OTH«fl ttrjh to fMroro aTNlW to froroifTON troroi ntoi frororo 
Ffi)Hi TOT TOTtl TOS'K ilf^TTOTT TTTTOf TOT TORT TOFT TOT TOI I 

artrofTTOTO tori! to froror rtototton; wfrorof tot to^to to toni^ 

TfWFT TfTOKS TjfTOTO TOM TTTRTfTO TO 3MrHd F. T[T3 TO TO^ 
TOTTOTO 5RT ^TO) TOTO ^Nl' TOlfiPlTO fNNK TOTOt I- ^T7 
STfTOTORTT TO sNrf’TTOTO R TOTT' TOTNT FI if TOOT TOTORTT TTO 
TO?ff toI TOTroftroro torA ftj tototo-ttort tot toIntot tottoto ttto 
TORT TO TOKTOrJ TOT^ Fti TOT ^TOTOTI fTOTOTOTO TOR: Ft TOTO1R 
Ft TORI TO, TON: TOTO TOH 7TTORjfNN N?r TOftTOTOl TO TOFT 
OTcft TOt^TO toT»t{toTOTO NTT TON 2 (OO J (TORT) ^ TJTRTOTOT TO 
TORRfrT WNf f TOt "TORT TOTT^ TO TT)ST FTTOT TOTtJ TOi 
HHirTO TO TOTTO FT FTNRN F T T'Rt ^ I JTO ^TITON TOT TORN PRTN 
TR TOTOTO TONTNl 1 

4 . 'ju|M^iri en; tototto tor rtoto F fro tnafi tot TOTTOfTroro 
TORfl Fl TTfroro TO^NR TTTO 7 T-*RTOTO7 TTMTOTOTI f<HITO 30 H-92 
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cf^r yft sraffe 3 wtF 3 suTtlw* tpfS r TT-wtffe ^ 

PrrfaR hiki fa <4 ’Tl tf4 whiPo fet my tot: Ft yrof Tit 1 jjf 
^K^kI ^ 4(j«r omiki Fl 1 ihi p <nn; 3TI*fl TT flilH 
fail qiK«i ^t risn Tt ^SHT TIT ftm, npR $1 'ETT^If ^ -ST^PT 
yp few 29-8-92 w Tffotr tottoh ^ aqyu yipf 
Pron <h:+R-h+ ufar? ft sifVfeyn ^ fittr TFf Fffi 3R: 
yin 25 -tp>, yt, ny, y ip srfufem ^ ^nyypfr yn ^ 
««i*m ntff ^sn ^ t Ft fenrl wt win th dwfMH nm 
£ t SRf* Fiyf tt t^r idiRoi Ftr mro ¥(iwn 

5. w 3JT*ff trWf tot ya to yn 'fin fin t 
feiTRt srapff ufoPrife # ffeTF y?t ti ararof tO *rfe ^ 
9ft T'Kl^l FIIR t mftw #HF ^ 7TTO FT ^T ^ f fera3 
3U i nf sftPifii ^ y(t fi yp? <>cti<J^w Rt yr?f TRffe n*t 
f FMntM Rriyn w wr fern j 3#ti i 

6. 4Hf Tyff yff ^=it, FSPFft TF SlTHt+H 

friTl I UTRTf +m^J Pi“i fa*^ rTO tw ff ; 

1. TTI Ulfet MfTTT ^ f^Mt TTTOTT 3 few 17-2-83 
STETfrorr yffen ^ # ^wt itrr "5^1 ^ 

faiffa 30-8—92 tifl’ In(nn fa hi? 

z WTnyfTftiN TFnfci srtyftnRTit w2i^, 
*it, qy, y jiWiPiy, ferric 4lwfly fron 1957 ^ 
tnsn ??-78 "SHT awVi TR y(t y|? 

1 ttt TTi*ff yft Ttyr Tjfyr tfe^t yit yftyiyr ^ 
smt 3ih ym 2(oo)(^tJ aTfyfeTO^t aff^Hir 
3ir<if ^5i snty y wmm Ftm yi? 

4. aigaN? 

7. nt*ff <siPw ^ft ^ ntcifery ^ amf 'siini'^'^imi 

fennMf ^ftfrgfer 3 frw 1 7-2-83 

^ ^ n^ *1*11 ^1 ^i^i." 

^wftretferfew : 7-2-83 3 sranff ^ arofw* 
5pw> ^ ^ ^1 ^l®if tny'w *T I fl*i*ol °i$fl i 1*r fife 
Twt w ^5t fnfri 30-8-92 (R? myf ^ Ttwrr 
Pr^r y wnt *€t 4 fem ^ ifer "5^ 

"3^ ^ nt ntfew feynw n mfei ^ch ^it ■^■mi-i Horn 
TWMtiRi25-ipr atTVPnm 1 ^ ar^nrc "st 'jntiii 
■# t*T fero wi OTTi*ff ttoir ^ "sneff -& ^yT -Hnifm ^ 
■(pri ^ ^fro?K ^ ^ n*rr ywf^^ yipro srtwt 

fjRyft ^rft 3intf "5^-1 ^ 4TI feyfelF 

^ ft nwf Tr ^yi ■vimiTVi ^ Twy PrbS ’rpifi ^ 
F^ITf 9JpfiF4Tfife ^ tw ift 3mT*fl TTOin 4ft 3TT7 Tf 'nflf 
Tpt Tt^T IHHIkl TI wi «<4)K ^t STgnfir ^ 

■d3fint ^Eti ^ atiJ^n "jiTyf °h? 5 tIt 

Ftw ^ipi %i fe7n fera tr ot^ft ’A M, snuvf sm 

4^9 ctfiH'n 4^1 Pr>4 nha 4?r nsl Pit4 m^Pi> ^tn4i 4nn 


yWt nw^ ptnis ^71 *H Til qifqcof tiVmn Til ?fel Fl 
3IR: ^TRTfeff TRtlR ^ fttS HPdWI 3TTVTC°IT vfl -IlTR UTRf 

*iih^ Tit fii® nm diyi ur*t! t?t st^ti i*rfe^?i -wnTy tjt 
F t, fr? *i?T f n*n ^^"^t f ^n ^t, fiift ife^i ifi 

■^Ti Trlf ^ ^i nr? ^ ’snrft tfr f fe> 3i*fl T?t ««i 

TTTlfeT Til TfiFfiTcl afll^TT T ST^fTT ^ T«f TRTET FR 

"Tpr ^| TfeftrfV ^ 3TTT Wt ^ mh^Jt iff Pro ^ITT ■j«am 

: 

I. 2003C 97 )Tp?.T3R.WR. (508 t^.^.) 

ft?3 ^FftTtfy mnliTi I 

2- 2006 trfl.TtTft (T^R ^ t^r. J ^ 574 ^T #TT, 
Ffinmi nsr ^ %Tnn 1 

l 1996(3) ^3T 1126 Ofernr t Ffin^n) 

yti^jry few hI si til n ^^1(1 lUfim) ^ipnfenr 

tlimm I 

4 . !994 II TJfUI^t. I 127 (TFtw) FR.tt, 

■JFfen T8T Tfwr ppm far® tOti ^ nfel I 

5. 2003{4)T^.T^.Tp: W.nTRtnnTRrfeFSTRfelE 
F 3T=f I 

6. 2000(3) aTR,WT.'3Tn.-4-i7 (TTTfiqpl) U-j*f|yhrt 
■OIhTI^I*! T 1 W 1 pq^4i ’UM'q'S ^ftl 

7. 1997 W^' (^:.7ftj I M (7R.) W«1R 7I3T 

frt>5. rr y 3TOi 

8- (1999) 3 T^.Tlt.Tfl, 14 TrftTOT ffezt Tl^ 

fziyr 

9. 2004 (3) ^l^R^-iSS (IJ^.Rt,) T? 15 ? ffer^ 

ijyTIl W|s)<i? T 3PT I 

ia 1991(1) 577 (TT3TO1R) Tn* #17 

<jl*i*in fer® TT^ 

II. UR, m. 1995 (7R) 71 *P1^ 

1HPIF 7TO yr^r ^PTTi RTgfl 1 

12 1991(2) ^JRl^.TTRT^ 691 (TTilT*IIT) Tp WR 

Tifel fer^ nywR W ^Ti fet^ 1 

B, 1997 ^^ic^.Tft. (^,) yy i04(n^T*tR) tstr 

yfeiSflTn =^(,^1 ^hifi th g 3T^i 

14 2002(1) ^^.TR.Ttt, tl 296 (Tramr) anraefl 
nTifm ty? tfer^ itsiTftn 

TriVTirit y 3 to i 

15. 2005 (^.Tltj (TFT.) 4rr 7 J 7 ft<VITi, 

^fIh ■ffef5 Try, Tft.iTT^ Ft. y SRI | 

16. 1992(3) F^i^.Tlt. (m) 56 T^TT en?T FWf 

1feF5 TTjRTR ’FfTI 
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17. 1994 JH T^.TJpT.^. 84K (TpTClF) ^jRTH 7RT F7fn 

7i5F "hl'iRvft M 'faf’B 4 h<*i I 

18. 2005(>i) 3280 t wfft) fe>S 

W1 ^114 M 4 F 3(R I 

19- t^3TTf,3fTR. 1979 (Tp/HT.) 75 TZF 

arsfSfe. fer; sfwmi 

20- 1984(48) l^.W.JirT, 3 Iff (Tp.FT.) *FF sffen 
ITT, fq<?«5 Pivfl'f<iifrii 

2L 1997 III TpT.TpT.M. 439 (TTSlPTH) 3TTF FFTR ^Ft 
fci^4 tl'fltFI’l TTOT I 

22 . 2005 HI 1078 (HR Ft.) TJTRHF, FRJZT 

1^5 arfaifllF) STfeRTTI 

23- 2001 ( 1) TFf.WT.’CR, (Upm ) 852 ferFTffe FOP 
r<(^ aiW-i* -muiTMmrui, cushwI 

24- 2000(111) 1678 (Wt) (TO.t) Ft/M).. 

Rif, 3fl9T *felV)d 1(^4 71H feS Will 

25- 2005 4f,3f£r)- 2279 {ipp).) sift) FT^l 
f^t>i FTf fit'll Flf FFTTf I 

26. 19990) (7RWTT) 579 STfaTTTCft 

■3Tf*FRTT (fifes). 3 -HP! 

27 . 1993(3) H3T73Q (FFIF of jiUi||U|| > ^ 

dKfl fFF? Midi41-1 3fft|qi|0 ^TF '^lIMICI'l I mIc-HI^iI 

28- 1999{ 4) ('St.Ht. Ml 1™F HH.) 476 f>i(Wn 

* TFR MfertF srfFHntt, RF «U9lcf4 3T«TF 

9i(t4NKI 

29- 2005 SRSt'S)- 1015 UMWflH) -forcS feB 

fa* ,5 ^®TT TFT I 

8. 3WT*ff nfhftfa 'M 3TPT) FFR Mf FfTTFl TWtff RTF 
life TJTT 3IMifi*I«F SlfeT FtFl (41 «8U feTT tl 
3#ffe 3 T)ITfT Fff 3l)7 3T^7T M) IRT t 3TF: 

4»r*f rftft f)f # ■srft) fr^fe rftht f)ft ftft nM arMf 
Fft ftgfe an^ ^ stjftr if, w fkt fw ftM) h 
fey Mf Ml pjfer fen h ffftI ffr t % ftM) <et 

frfePT “-f,[J41^PR 7#TT" *TT F fe‘+l4fe MTT’Wfta ,, l 

Tfe fet rfh f fDt^tt tjf) ■s^- i ait ar«F i 
%*n ii 35W ii wfi'Sfr % -i 

^ ^ fn^4(i ^am *w tm sraT®ff m**ir ^1hmi\ 

^ l^r^Rj 77]; -?mPrrT m rn'iNH ^ vrt ^ 
aqip im. 'ftr” $ ^ vi4 ^ ^t 

^ vt\ fr^NeFT ^ wirff 3 tj 4 Jim 

-tii.-ii 4 trrcr 25 - 17 ^, ^ ^ iflWw snf^ hichi 

3H|t(744. ^TT PTff <4dl9r 31rT; 5fl4 ^31 ldlR-4 TjH "aW 
srai*ni awl twf ^ TFTffa n t^n y%M^ ^ ( 1 ) 


2005 Fri.W-sirt ("q^FT.Tqt. ■ ^jfefefl Fii ?-T'h 

^ (2 } (2005 ) S rtl.^t.TTT. 750 TJffi? W 

wm Hres vran? tti t^t\ 

9 , ^ ■%%% ^ -rfR frfn: ifr n -st^ 

Tra 7JT* Pf ^=Tfvl: ITT- f 3 ! ^FP « 

fnufil 1 : 

1 a. tow Tf 3jjsp -j m\tf in awa f=pn 

jU4> TTW1 ;h Hi 1 ) if' <rti ^ 7 1 !7-ih iT-^77R 

^ f^-2 ^ ^f ^FT Rft FT F^f ; T ferr W F i 5 K=T. 

’qiTT’Wf 14 IWR ^ PfFTT FTP F 10 *=0 -FTft 7PT FI ^ PTIPPI 

Mil ii -^t -gfer sf! fV-iO; Otfr Ifft, ffi wf f 

FFT'FIFT wil ?[F1 TJT4FF i^TTH 7FfJ <3F F H r MH|; 240 f5F 

F?R fen irr r -^fr 'tt wtft m fft' fi 

^F rTSSTT 3TWT 37 FT Vl'iw-FT F71 ^iTT FFF FI Ft4 
^81 115 FT^TF -Tpl % tFT FF^3 M '"l 1 ^hhm'F FT TpF ^ H '-F FF 
aflFfF F 240 fe <HFlr|l\ FTR. 1 fen v.\ ftMI fti fe M ^ 

^RT M?T ^ '3FF ii TJTf'TFTtTT FTFPTf M ^rffe FTT TtFl 1 jf*T 
a TJ^ M ^fr aM’-- F 240 fe t-rn MR VIF FTtM Fi ffWT 
FtF M f fe^ i?Jd’M TOT F tFir fel' FT3T F^T h 
aiMf wt ^feT FFF FFTT FTFFTTT ^ ^F M T^t ii 

^EIFT FF7 FFTFF FFFT V\>m\{ STFlfer FT 

'«- (8 if ^fSrpi 3F£FF HmV-l K#«| -8MH4 M FPT1 
fe 4»M4 iK ^ F? FFTF1 WTH1 rHT^^mTT F '3FF 
FFT ^|*ilExi ^ FFTT F 24Q fe tri'ilrik hti'-ll FT. ^ 
TRFTF M FFlf FFTT TFT F! 3RT: FF Mfa "R^ FlMf F>1 5TtT 
^T "ftra fIfT FFl’ FFTT ’TFT F ! 

Mrfu % 2 : 

1 1- tFFR fSR F' FF F73F3 F FFT TiraiFt f Tn«f 
FHlRl ft) 'tra FF1 25 -TJTFi, ift F FF 3lfafeF FF1 
a^lFTTplFT fqqm (^5)F) ferF 195" V^TT fe fefF F 34Fl 
F1F PFTF FTFFT^FT) ^ fFFF 7 7 -78 ^T itrHFH FF^ FT) 
f| 1 1 FRT 25-FF* SfffFfwr ^ fpiq FF 411<47041 ^ fe fed 
FFfeT Fff ^F1 FlFfe F feW F 1 ? TFF?) FF1 rl'IldK 
240 fe FT ’TOM srfer V FF f TITI 25-^9? -3lfFfFTF Wt 
FraFrfen r arr=TT f ferj fttfri trtpit f irrMf frt 

H'lMK 240 fe FTT FFT (ITFT FFt FFTT FF1 ^1 FRI 25-WTT 
stMfff if ferl ft) afen fff) fif^ih t fwra#r 3p«W! 
■qft t^rt Ffffer ft) fert feta ftt ft, Mr fefer ^ 
tfe 3 ttf*fft i f% ipwM MtM tjr ftMftr Mt issM) ffc) 

4)495 eri ferfer M tf tjRwi ^4 m 

TaFff wiftieni igFt Mi Mr Mtf i 'thft) i&\ ^ w 

^T^-^TITtflfeFTFFKl'f STF: IF TjM) M W arffeFlfcl 
ffT fen r ^rtttt fe fi4 M Mr ^tH MPfe ftt fft iptt 
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FTTf qR FTftf fat itet FIT fan ftFT ftt I TTlft STfaUdd 

UTfa-ftPrFT farR fafa a^iit ft to ft fapa err tm Tsrftr 
U$*i 15-15 IFF fa %n fat tt’ajtfaW^FFfT^f'lfara 
wfaV ft firo ftti ■j'tiH "gfts; fy^s, 

FHIHIlf 3fHTftH ft FFfatF ’T^fPT "RIFTTO ft ufarfaf "fen 
% fe ^51 flfll 'lVfl/3ii5f)R*( B n =Pfa1 i<bj flllS 

f si HiHr-tf ft fa’M* fa w -srtCT Fftt ftt ^nfa 1ft fa ftft 
FTftFTftfaf Fit qlvwcii Tjfat “(iifa 1 TJTfaf ft ftt FF1F ^*n ^ 

Fnftt fa ftft fagi £i aiftf ft wft ft n# # fa soil 

‘tifi'e Fit ttsmf «>w FR T^faf ^qii; 4(4tm FfaRj ^i 

wft ffaftta annfa afa ^ sft 'fti^ fti to^-rt 
"fa ^3ff t IftftH ^rfrr^ ft ftfaq 1 ft tot fat fa grpj srftyr 
fan M ft TIFT il* dip'll ft >11HI fa 1ft fa til 'ft 
tfi"!) ftt if! ji'irI fa F*TT ^5 'ft FF1FT ft 1ft yifaf ThIhFi F>t 

H*fr pilifdn ifFfft ft ffay.'FTTFTT J Ii FITJF d<w ansrffa hui^i 
fatfa ft ^aftt faFTft tot; # toto ftt nft fai jn to 
I ftfaFt 4 fti l^™n4 "ft fft VR1 25 -ftt ^crfai f^i *1 -*-1 FTT awl'll 
fa TORT y+t«1 ft Fftf Tpi "W ft FFT SRTifwFT rfm ft 
TO ft fa HI fa <bHt ffafaffad 3T^TTT HITll^ a'wlflH ^IW*) 
ft Fit ftrafa it au+rw* #7 ft wrA trft FfHftf ftt 
«rfwflt ijftt wdi fa faftsrar ft fan arrant nfaf fti ya 
tWf ft W ftt -ftF fa far ■sjtof fan i^^ftt ftfft ftor 
ffairi j* ^rfa ^w'f ft Tirsff fti 240 far wmk 

(Hkt ^ 'Fir «tti ewTci wi n?r fafa »ft *ro 
25 -n^ arfVfaiF^ ^ ftt ipfafar ft n ?ft in«iT ft 
ai*Fft «mfai J ii i jjf w'lidR 240 far "mnJ faqr, 
fajfararlfanft aitit wfaft nft ^«dw wJ ^ 
n?t t»nti i 

12. tftfa 'ft ftfar |[ht swti fi^ ^ arpTt ^ts 
ft 3n*if : tft^ifan ftft aioi^ f^ft fa-il ati4 
'nl'i'ti onfaidlf faftipi ft tfaii, TTi tift'I ft fan fa *'i 

IftftfaH "^311 ft, Tpt T^F[ r l ft?l J |fttfalft’SFff^n 
'fIF ^ ft w W ^faern FI, far it FlPf 'IFn'Fn 
ftl tuPW ftl ftfal ft ^R^dfl! Tlftl «l fttro faFI 

"^RfftHfafafaft arftfarr Fftf fri'F fi fti m*ft ft 3mft 
*( J 4IHV ft ft 4ifH*d Tlftftl tfaFFT, falITT, tlftW "5TF1 

ftft, fa-fa ^Hl' (!|h1 3Ttf^ it IIH «1dl4 fa^ (Itldt CTKTI F 

fafa ^ff Trft fa fajfai anfai ftl ftn in? ft tfafat ft^ft ft 
pht^ 7 afa^ fa ft fajfar it fa ft tot fs fft^ffar 

iHHeildi faifa 2-8-95 fa ar^tjk fai fa im Tpirft "Ffafa 
aifa arafarar fafas fa ft tfapfl ®ri ^rt ^fr 
fafaps 4^|i|(1 fc|f« tJ|tJH!$ afaeftFT fftFR fa®Rf) fa 
313m anfaftro faftfaf fa ftftR ft nftwdi ^jfa far aifajr 
Fliilam ft nft fal" ^T M<tinl M faft faftt fat fa 
inn ft W 25-11^ FTT arfaMH faF! fa Wt t=CT W ftl ftfe 
* 1 fa 3)jtnt "aiW mfa^on fat faft ft fR'SHI fat ft^T faf 


fat fa, ftft FFift ft yrtWjH trfa ftt ^ ft 
ftftt faftain ^fat arfftCT ft fa f fan faw 5 rt fiars 
ffau^nfti fw j id ft faft^r fat afa ft fan fec^fatfa 

mih 1 ftl 4id: nTFt ft tim 25~n^ a|fyfdt|44 4,1 TefaF ftblF 

fa arfa tffUdj fat far ft fft® fa ffh fti niifa aifirffan 
HRfan d'cqnn fufftf fa ffafar 2006 H ^Ri.n^i.ft. 
fasr 104£(nF.fa,) n^.fa.ftt.ft. 1^5 faW TTW wfa ft. 
afinrfeT an^nr W^r tro 2i-n^ fa iwm ft fa 
ftftfiM fa ^fatfir ft fat ft^r ^fatfa 
twr 77 tTRfffa^ Ffaf fa fa fRT RFl 25-n*f-RtT 

iwifa nfaf FRI FFT ft fa faFT FFlfftl fa 3lfa?l fat aiHi+a 
^ifa ffant "51T ?ftt ^^TFT fa ftn 11 ft Hllili it*id*i 
-8IIFF5FI ft fa®ra ffaFT ft Ifa ffam 77 fa HRTFH 

3n«ni<b fanrFR fa IfaFiaaift hr ftt faft r-ifaJ4> ft ftftter 
ftftra fn FftRwi nfa ffam Sii’Pfa anvR ft faft^r 
"5=i: ft^r ft sfaf ^1 arfftwrt nfa fa ’fttiti tori y^OT ft 
fawfat ftnr 240 ffar rpm*. faft "[ff fa fe® nfar pir 
ti 

13. 3FF ^tin fat ST*ff fat faft ft "5FR fafatf Si^j+iK 
ntr ftftfa ft ftrr ft n*fa fat fn-im n "ayft affanfftn 
fat P^d’ifT h^iT® 1 ft rii 1 ^ is"! faft ft I "FFT ^'awi 

3tRnF. 3rfft?fftt fafftFFir ft 240 Fifa 

1fam r !m fat fti4 F>rft fa fit fa (fan ft fatnrtftB ffa<n 
'ihi ftl ^FPI TFWlF TFF fa?3 far (ftp ft (d'li(ii4 FimIaH 
.tfaFTFir ft 1ft3J fanr, ftftfa"anrin Rjifti ^ ^ ft 
md'Wt'm fafal 1q(>* Tift “dH yft fa Hi*i(rt ft ftt 

std^itfal ffaFl W ft fa Ih( 5(A uti fa fat Sflfaft ft fdfai ft 
240 ffanr, ftftMt yffl4iftfl IfaFripjTfti si*0J|ft m 
TOJlrtF SRT faW FTT 240 tfaf Filft ^FTt «TPT1 FRT W Wl 
TORI FFTRT fa TO TF W ft f*FT Flft mift ftl ’jVH-d 
TTTOFT TOI TTra ft fa arfftFnm fat FTW 

2i"fa’) fat ft ftft FTT awiMi Hidl 'HI *IT "ftftffa ^wifl 
HFFR ft ft TO ftfftFT fat faft ft ffts H#’ ft?. ^1 ^PT 
(H 1*1 I ^ r<1f4 ftfa fli SilHI fa lit *ftt* “til faft *411 
f^-Hini w ffanfa arjrnr anfa ^dfar ^nftTFTFinftftiftm 
#rfftt "fftfaftn fat ^ fa fafantfar tfaFi ftftr ft ffa 
ifd'd ftHft fafa "RFlfa ft fa ft iRFTTfl^^ft tfa-g ^ 

5TJT1F Trtftf ftiT T*TR ^fFFT ftiH fafafat Tjfa ft 

FT?f ft, ftrn rnftf fat far ft ift^ ft# fti ^iti fa*n 
WTJT filFJ iJCftT tfttet ft ftt 4HH)« atnldH "MI4M9 ^ 
FTU 25-*)™B(ftt) FrfftfFFF "F Fihh 77-xr FIT awim FT71 
falfaFTOftrr aFTTF ft irfaT Fft ftfa 240 Ifai "Eft ftt, ftw ft# 
"£341 ftl ^tw ln4 fa»^3TrT faFT (jjpim ft(i* Flfat fa 
TO fa TOftF FF^ fa F*ftf ft Iftp ftl W ^OFI ft faftFT 
(Id FTTT 25-fat FF awl'll fttftT FT7T FFT FT Ifa^j BW*1(I 
FFTT®r ft FTt fatr ft ftftl ftT? ft# "JOT ftl yfifif 






sm 

■ H I UTO fa TT^rn TO^F gmTO m3?T TO TO faR 77 

F 7ft ^T 4CT1*H 4111 ‘ill fTO 7 ^ E>W‘ 11 H^>V J l TO 4.-HI 

fTOq tttet t>«it, fro f?T 11 sTO ?TO TO amr ^snr f„tt. 
TO. fiTO fTO^ to*)h sjfi TOs, mrjr M^nii Tjf^T^nT 

TO?! TFT ft** faltVI ^ F 3RT afTTlFFTT TOTOf WOT FFT 
TT^ll FTFTJT faPZ TOgtfTO ■aTfWFTTTO TO.3TTFTO. M<?IF> ’*Tv?H 
TOs ffa^j ^rarraiMTFi. TOt.jTTS.TO, f arm Fi-^Fidid ttft 
Tr3tT»TR Tn^T TO M1 *h'| TO 4fl~H<fi FIT TOT TO FIT; 
25 -T[F>, "TO F "17F "FrBFH pill f+ltS m TO f-Kl'in TTVTTd 

TO fTOj T^T IT 3T1 11 FT^RT ^ 11 ri fTON ^FTT [“io^S TOFFI 
TO fal$ FH FOTFT7 WJ 25-TIF TO TrafMcf FTt faf IT? TO 

^Pl tjsfTIR faTF£ FF RIFIdF TOfJT F TO*H TO^TFT fa 
iFm? fHM-KiP TOTO WRT fFFTO TRWR T1=F TO 
FTFTO TO 25-T£F TO FT TOTOTOl TO I |TlTO yfdR^d fj+mirl 
Trarrn TO ITOtTO Fit TO ftfi £ tftTO st-jfr R4m+ TO sn*ff 
fa fa: r-fiiN-r fo Hiram tTOTO fTOn mfa fTO-t^ sTOTOfa fa 
r-T^M-T TO faFl, W fm; FTO ^3TT tl 3rfl: TO 7RR1 ?H 
#1 TO FFT p. TO TJlTO fa fa^ W5 fat’ Flfal 

ffafa TO. 3 

14. w fr? ft! feu f?TO ff m «nnsff fwW. m 
«ni maff TOTOTOr TOFmFiFifaF sfaFTwTOTjF-i ^ t^r-14 
fa TOifa TO snfa TO TOTOt TO fitTO 3^^ 15-15 ^ l^ra F«n 

Tj^fi T^-5 ^ 5R1 7 PFF ^ tFKT £| JP (RF ^ ^Tr4 

sn^TT rHfy^ri sraftr Trar ^ t?TH M w \& jiiTO 
■q^ qfrt’iiraraTF^'FT’^ fFF ^ i ra ft , tot 'F 
TiraTTrartiTTO^-T ^ ttr- L4 ^tt ^ toMT ^n 
f^^raf f nsfnTR-2 tg^sTT srrarlrirai TTRmfFraT'ran 
tl FTT tTTF ^ UTifl 5T*Tni ^Trai ^ +4 J JH<iJ 

3nt?T tj^ ftftira arafy ^ itn 7 *4, rar ^T^fi ^rrar mn tl 
jufiiPr^H °fT itttt 2f at){tt 1 ^) ^^rfrrar fmrat 
~F?ra ^ mi'q -a mri ttP^fi ^rafsr min?i tr^ ^ ^ 

mtT: twrar tl -TTFTT TOTT miT 11 Fmw WOT t lift ^rra 

mtto (l^^fw-ai^i) M Ft tt mrra^it ftt nt 
iti Tjt -* wfet 44TTO ^1 H^hI^ui -eet^ ^ Itt M FI 
^nnraT ^ t to ^rrt ttr.-tt. 

TPT -1 Jl-TtlH frnfa tl 3fltttrafT ^RT HmV-J 
l^rTH rarai^FT ^ ttmi ^rs\. 

^mTh l H cTSFOT TratT F*^T FRTR 2007 I TJ?I- 

u^i.t. to 717 'F’ttitt trot f^S"HTtm feftir 

tf Wl mrq t TTffTFTf^T TTHT % ^TTFI TO 

pjH+'i aira^mT ^ "t crar 

mra ^ wb tFrotfert) m I^rt pm 3rf trar 
mufti ^n hri 2 (3t} arfVfwr t ^fSra ■atr^FTR tjsriT tfT 
^FT^Tra^i nw yra 2(tftr) 3tf»ritTO ^ ^ ^ 

rrn vniftr ^sil fkfot t Ftf 3Fiti w Traw fl tr 
^PiT Tltf ^T 3m t TO ^IT TOT ( L ) TO.’W- ikk-I't.i f 


lP art II—Sj-.c, 3(ii)] 

wra ftM fer^dri tror >di-+,R. :2) ^TirftF eft«i u ii 
^ srra twij (3} ^fF^Tra ■‘traF tlrotF srfwrt 
atrtfTOrararfsrarOT trfrar, (^: mnt^-^ra-TO^' ^t^ 11 
Tf®r FlmFd fwr fmru 7TO fr: ft Trfimftci Ptr^w 
3TTOn ftrar ^fFFT TOFRf WTO F TOl % TO 1*r®tF 
tr Toi^FMd «rfmR ^?r wratrw fit m ra 
15-15 ^ f?m T^si Fj5 anrotr 7 liF^f^tfpFjferai 

tt Fq t TOT TO TOTF tf" 'SR? afoiF Hn*Ti’H 3iW raFTITOT 
^ h 41 4dH fmfrr m TOif p. tt prara Tntf Fff ott t TO 
^IZ, t 3n*if Ft FntTOF FFT mtl 5fTTT: FFlTOq OTtT 
IttrsR) Fffstr^fti^TOiTTOnmiTti 

Piwf'i t, 4 

] 5 . FT f^vra ai^on tl "Traftn t aiu ■i'T(i°Hi 
fttdH t) 3TTMR m 3n«ff fern -ir^cTTO FIT 3TTW7f fft t 
3TTT! fi^ifi FIT <1 it J . It*-| TJ^TT Tl 'l i -11111 F 1 

" ^rref FTOT TORrTTO FlfFt fa ^ 

4 ■I' 

5R1 FT 'TH faF Ft TOW 17-2-] 983 t 30-S-92 W 

sriarilw t dri^!Ur+ Ffw ^ t traifaF 
TFrt ^ TOFTfT Pwidi 30-8-92 t OT1 TJFF FIFTl F 
TOt Fffw FfWT FT) f4trp4d FITF t FTTO FT^f Ft 
3TFTTT FFt’ tt Ft FTPTTTFT FfatT TO TO 11 TTlsff Ftt 
TITO n4 FF 3tfVFlTTT 'TFT FI M 

16. srarg aro IrofFi 30 -7-2008 ff ^raRrora a 

PgHsIWI ~^lFiT ^FFTI wtT FR: TTTFTrT FH WWHlt Hh -4 MI^*H K 

tan ito i 

TflHXf TOTO Tut. raiFTtft?! 

Ai Iwf. 22 mro, 2008 

W.3TT, 2647.— arorfwlTOIF iritfwr, 1947 C1947 
FH 14) Ft FKT 17 ^ 3PTTTTO A, ^F TTTF0T fe-JWII 
Fif'TT , TO 3PTFFF TO TfTO5 Si ii'JiTOl 3TTT 3FFI FTFFTTTf 

TO TOR., ar^TOr TO iilillPlFi fTOTF FT TOTOTO TTTTOTT 
aflalPiFi arfWOT/aFT rararara mrp TO tor (Tro'fmsTO 
Tt3ttTO-5G/!996) Ft TradTOtT FItTO t, TO TOTOTa TTOin TO 

22-8-2008 Ft VTFT "4T i 

[TO TOcT-43012/5/1996-3H5 3m (Ft) ] 

FtUi^T FH95, TOf^ki 

New Delhi, the 22nd August, 2008 

S.O T 26^7-—Tn pnsnance of Section 17 oT ihe 
Industrial Disputes Act, 194? ^14 of 1947), ihe Central 
Government hereby publishes ihe Award {Ref. No. CIT- 
56/1996) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court Jaipurnow as slnmn in the Annexure in the 
Industrial disputa between the employers in relation to 
the management of H in durian Copper Ltd., and their 
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pftlTPMT 20,200«/*TO 29 , 1930 


workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 22-08-2008. 

[So, L430J2(yf«MR{M)l 

KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ftrt A. #.37l£ftt 56/96 

1 j to'?. tn<nni MM HffieiH, iTmrft M?T 
Ml. HCT.-430l2/5/96-31li3rit (WTO) ft. 23-11-96 

eft ipm ?ro ft w fts so, waiter frwir, 

.,30*5 


^«n«jpiq TWhai, ftTT % ftnft ftfrr 

MiIwAnI, MM7, 


.annft 


diif^an 


•Hdwfil -MfiflKd; ft ft?IM U4iiyi Tl^r 

Tift ft sfa $ : eft m. ft. 


■arftft ftr$ 
araift ft ftr ^ 


ft TRfa MjMlT Tift 

ftTR? 3Wli : 30-7-2008 


'jftRl ft Tift ^ 3nW7f TT 3ij(wi c| sftt| MTTFCT fsfT TlW 
Ijfft ^ T$ MTt ft$ ftfeS MT ftfsTT ftp! TTM1 IJSIlftt qS| 
rft fa?Ml MW ft 'tfJolPw ftaT? 'WfvfMTM, 194 7 (ft 
ftnfa 3TFT M1M fciSIT ni'l'ii) ft MTT1 25-1331? ft 

■wi JciHf ^1 J°ii ^jfVo ft TIMM 3tft>|p|MM ft 1 M1T1 25-ft M 
ftfypWM ft r*i-H*i 77 ft (is" ft» °i(^ u otii "Tjft ft ^flfl Mft 
fti Tift ft ftsi esft ft ’srewi^’an ^ tuft aural an 
s# Mwf ft far »nfaftf ft Miff ft i ft mtt 25-*n 

trer f a*n srfafaMM ft *tot 25-tr ft Tift aft Ttai 
gsa T7P| $ ^ TTWM TR*Mt ft 3Tp# ft ftf fti 3TTT: 

lifter 3ftn -arjfe m w^m Mflft ijh; ft ft? TTW 
■^HrI 3ft*l fcftK 3D-8-82 ft s( -aftv ftfft fr&Ml 
TrrefT aft tfwtt wft ^ wmt fatten ^ir a stf? 
TTivr ftTTOrft an arfci i^if anai 

3. aitntft aft sftr 17 atf*r an ’^vt a?r rnrfaa? 
OTaftraf nH? ft tn*fi aft '3nwft*ia> ^ ya ft 
jtmMf tt?*ih ft araf^ftf ft ftffttftra fam tpu fawft 
f-HjlJH an aftf ^t^-T| 3flffc)^n tn*ft ^t utr aiff pirn i 
anftl ^ wwi+fUiai erfftaft aft aft stowt 
riTetH ft ijfftaa aft 7Tf^1?r ft smlcici ft, ftft ft aiftt 

5F1 ft^T <i mi ^aitt faai^ ^ 2^7 

ft i^aiffta^ii ft aft wni ft i aiaia ft ^pt aaiar 
aiftf aft ■'iMiMHi'^n cwh! ar ftatr tst wrti 
Mi sftr anft Tiwjft fta ftT a^an ftrftaR ran i ft aarei ft 
anar mt, KRiinft aft ftaigfa?! wft ftt aftvTarft'aft anft 
afftE wftrfaaa aft Min 2[*ii) (ftft] ftmayift 3H'in j TrT 
«lft ft ft anft arfM ftnun^ fta?t anft aft TTHifftr ft 
nm ft ftR ft amft fti snMrtf ar afta ftroa fta ftra 

^TrTRTT I 


1. OR H^icry ftrvfl ^ TTTtW 

ft ftrft’Pm ftaia W T araiTMaRTri ft artMfaofa ftj Piffftjr 
ftjMT ft : 

‘'Whether the action of the management of Khelri 
Copper Complex, Hindustan Copper Ltd-, Khetri 
"Nagpr, in terminating the services ofShrj Puran Ram 
w.e.f 30-8-92, after employing him as casual workman 
w,e,f. 2-12*81 to 30-8-92, intermittently without giving 
any Opportunity of employment before employing 
workmen junior to him, is j ustified? If not, to what 
relief the workman is entitled and from what date? 

2, MlMf WfrRtftf tfftftfq^ft ^te^3TPnft3t|fe 

aflft ttftM ft?T fftm rrai ffttift tiwt ?tt MMnr ^ fft 
Huff Knuft ft*|R ^ ftHI* 20-8-81 «lfrw ft 

Vtt <hi*S MIT T?l Ml 1 fiyffti ftlfM ft lITMf wunit M>Pf Mi7 
W Mtfrfe^ wnftf ft 3|frRiTftft ft ftmft 30-8-92 ft inft 
fti 1 wpf fte fftiT srqfn 1m *5^ mt 7 i^MU fttn 


4 . ijunaijbp 3 fl 51 *Sf MiT <IMTM ^ 1ft SJTMf fti SfTTftftRi 
Milft^ftlM^T 31^7171 MMMM7 TiaTW I Iftlft 30-S-92 (TO 
ft 3|ftV ft insfl ft 3i14vfW* TM-WlfTT ft fftfcR 
UPM fftm ft Mft HHlfkl ft 71TM ft Tift ft ^ 
JIHtnO ft ftj^u 41*71 VI ft’in, 3T7T: “Hlft ^T ft MIMM frF 
fini ftTm ‘Jft ftm ft M!T I^MI, Mcnt f I Tift T ftfftl 
MIT IftRT 29 -B -92 TIM? ftfftt Vji ftftMl ft 37 ^ Mlft 
fftni mfFft wfaMTft atfftMftl ft WftMft Tift ft: 
MW JS-TTR, ft, tj^f, M TJT ftfftlft ft TIMMlft T?T ftl^ 

t I ft: Tift Mil ttftM OlftD TW ftl*M ftlMTl 

5, TTTW ^ Tift HJCMT 7R TMM Mif TRM TS T71 lilt t 

fsppft jonft alRPifM # Iftr? fti ii 3mft ft ftr ft 
ft nwri^l ?1TrT M MlftTM ^1M ft IfITM TT T71 ^ f 

Tift T%^f l J^fisrwftTtl ^TTTWlTWfT ft TTft TTTW MT 

f fftmn ftr^-H mmitmr Iftu 


3330GJM8-.1Q 
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6, fe fen fef TOT TOFH fet, MH|«ldl TOT . ^r i fe-l 

fern 3 fem to few?: 

■L, TOO Riff «ffe F fefe fe^TO TO ffefe 2 0 - ^ - .N1 
FT JH3 e t7T^-K'^i" feRTO TO TO9 TO e^qff fen fefe "ifiT 
ferfe 30 -S- 92 toto ferr totr fer? 

2. totoi Ti«ff tot fern TOnife fenffero fe nrn 25 tr , 
fe, tr 5 - w fenfe* ferro fefen ffeq ]<js j fh 

ffeTO 77-78 TOT i3rxT!R TOt fe) fe? 

3. totot yfe tot feT *jfe Tfen fe Ffeirnr to fy 

fe W 2 (fel) (fefe) 3#™ TO 3T-TOTO 

fei tot h^i-jih anfe ^ mu fen np 

4. STjfer? 

i. wnfl fenro tot ife nr fefefn ff srqrr tofto to tor-tot 
fcmfe TOtffefe ^ifew* ^feTO-mfe-ferro-rowi-si 
ff ff Tn n*R fe to; toto ^ frttt feT fen nnfe i m ■. 
TOFfeff^fTO ffeTTO 20-8-SI TO W*ff fefWF TO TOfefeTTO 

srffe? ^ tf feT fferor mi Tfe sfto t fro if Srfa to 
TTOTO ff fenTOTOlfTOTfefFfst30--8-92 FTOfefnlfetfrFfeFT 
to fferr n wtrr totoT fen t& fe fei t|3?i fer nr* to fe 
fe to fe feffe faro nm f fe FTffe fer tot nw 1 ferr 
wwi w 25 -fes fenffero fe 3 ^rr gsfnfe tot 

TOT TFT fen w 34Riff fe?TOH TO TTimf TOT fel TOHlfR 3 TO 
«H*r TOt^ ffR'BflT f^=ft feT fef TOt 1VT feT TO TOffe3 fenfe 
ffeTOT *fel wfe -2fe|- i TO?T fet f f TOT ffefffel felF 3J3jT<1T 

mr t fe ti m*ff w\ fen wife to 3w fesA fen* to 

Frofe feroro TOTfe «T fe iff- aronfe -tortf Fff ?m « rA 

^1 +i<=ll TnTFTT ^TTF ff H.-^l FISR-T +iichrt Fff Sr^nffT RFf TTt I 

^i'I ^nH F 1^ ! ^ 3 hm m m*n sffr tt fwh -i 
wra r Tn fen ffe r; in^Fj Mr fe, aryr^ff ’^in 

FjW F77TTT7) ^i 1^'4 RF ffn FFf ^ =i f^n "?fF^ TOFF 

feff ^ uteri' ff iTR^ R?T FTORTOiTFTfe^ R^TOPT TOT ?fe ^l 

Ttnr: wrsff -TfetH to ferg: nffe^ fA tottot ts ff 

^ TOl frog TOHT TTOni St^ff TOl -STfeT fefeT iTTOTy TOT 
Ft, fks FfT F33T t FTO feft wfel ^ HFF Ft, ffrol TOfeT TO 
% FF! l| f l F?T (RF R TOFTT f fe HTTOf TOT fe 
TOmtfer TOT TIFTOTcT 3K?1 TO a^tTOF t TO3 TOW FTF 

TOfe -srfrftfV i toff ftot' to -ronafF nf Trfpt^rfv yr^ff f 
■ pTmflroF ^ronr ffn fro^i; 

1, 2003(97}n7FA^TOR fiCifi (^1^. HldMTOT ffe^J 
ifflopH [sR^'fi TOFfeTO 1 

1 2006 tl^- T^o ffj) 574 gray -Rfe?, 

FffeFT TOTO TO TOR felS ^cHlM I 
3- 1996(3) ^TJyT.TO. TOTO T126 (RTOTTO TO FfeFTD 
ffftfnn fer? FtrjratF arTTOrort aftsfiffe 
fetro i 


4. 1994 Tl T^T.Trp,"?. I I . Tfd'j TOTOfTO'T l^TO RTO iff. 
T£P£TT TOTO TOftTOFF J feT fe:? ifeT ^ t^\ 

5, 2003(4 ) TJFnr- t?1 -i'-l. TITORTF RTTO ferg WRF 
TO SRT I 

6 2000(3) TOT7,TTT7T, -l-nT. ■ 447 'TTF^TR: ^{FRnTOF 
TOIMH^M FfefeTT ^fli 

7, 1097 TgeF^i^i.#, ■: ^,;.n. :■ I M (rf. ) r^ter RR 

Rt^iS (^TF FT?T n i!.-T 

8, ( 1W) 3 TF.T-fr. 1 -’’. -I RfeTT fe^ fel FT? 
F^TTOT r 

9, 2004 (3 ) TOdl.nr^ 55? ; feR. T FFTFT fe^ 
TptTI yfe TO 3fF 

i ft, 1991 ( ! ) TJ*FT*cF TO 7 TF >77 r WTOR ) ^TOTO ?" J F-" 
TjfFTOF feng Ffe fer- 

11. T^.TOTT, i995 :'f.-. ; 7 ; vpfe TF fe^T 

TTjTWFT TTj^T "{^Tw; - 1 ■ 5f. t: I 

12. 1991(2) TO?.-^T, --TR. R: : t (i .j | ( ) 3JTO FTOTR 

ffeTg TTTO^TFi y3. TOTFl 

13. 1997 ^feJ.TRF.R. H.m.; T 3 HuCTraran! TOTTO 1 T 
yiTflUnn TORS, TR t^ 7 -^ “tid :VT -R5 TO 3"R I 

14 . 2002{i) F^ro.iTi.^r. fto ::<J6 ttttofsf 1 ; tottwt 

abrrro tottotto toto oraraTro 

TOTyTOTtFft.TOr.irt.f'. Wy TO -TORI 

15. 20ft5 ¥o^,T(FI.TOT. \ ^.RT. > ■'. TOTO. ) TO? 7.T7 feTOTO. 
^HTOtf'lM TOR fe>F -FTO. -n.iiTTS.TO, ^ 3FF I 

16. 1992(3) TOTO^.TF.TOT ITOI.; so TOfel TO1TO w 

-fe£ TF5RTOTF TFT i 

] 7. I £94 1H '■ yvn) '.--fum TT*^I h^m 

^FT TOTRffeT S^l. TFR 7 ; ttw TO. fell : 

18. 2005(8) TOafe-r. 3 TWO ;'TrarssnF) TjsJTRrrofe^; 
STO RTTOTtTTO feTOY TO TOT ! 

19. T^TOlim 1979 (Y-.TOT.) 75 fen feTOTTOF fe 
TOfe fe fero* feTTOTOTO I 

2ft 1984(48) TJTO.miTO. 5 10 (Ylfe.) feFFffeTOl 

%. fro?? 1 

21, 1997 111 l^T.iq^.TO, 439 \ V*l&n) 3fe W fe 
iTO^^ 3TTOFaJTF n^TO 

22, 2005 NI fetTR 35TO. Ifl-w {TT^fe.) snT.TTtr. fefe 
ffe3 *1 n*i tf 11 tfi TOfTOTO-TTO . 

23, 2001 (1) y.d.O.d.’Yf- i Yl-fe i 852 feFTOTffer TOT^ 
feTff JlleilPl* RfefTTOTOTO, TOT3FTO I 


Uhl Ifr.il 


1 I I 4 f 1 
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24. 2000(111) HPT.TBl.-il. ]<S78(^) 

3fl$. TflffR? H^itun \k<>* ^t. Ft TIRt I 

25. 2005 2279 

Id $4; RRI FRafl (|dlO I 

26. mfisin. 1999(1) (Tl^RKTTR) 579 stfoFTmt 
aflftPRT 4t.n^t. aitel W(*iHIOA|U| a SPI i 

21 - 19930) ner.n«.^. M 730 (Rana aFfaw) 

C1K1 IH 'lidI h) d JTftT^nff 9ffR "HIHlrlH, HldMI(11 I 

28. 1999(4) y+i.wri. jTR [Ttat, Rt i' ij s na,) 476 sR‘H1 u ii 
7T?a faas araraN irfaanfi, sm -amiem asm 
w(wn*( i 

29- 2005 1015 (THTTSTIR) 4M?, 4r4 IV act 

J^^ihRo F^FFT tSW 7TR 1 

8. 3wsff afaPrfa A antft rfft 4 « ftt UT*if laa 
4 3 ih 4 air 3 iic+".Pf-HeHi tWtiit fear ^mV 
-aflaftan 3i5n*ff aft afrc 4 fftiafo *fr ^an 4 srt: 

Firf WTra FTH 'tf 4*W(t (MM ftRT RHT FH^l Tl*ff 

aft frgfan JfMte $n£r $ f$, pi n*a ail nT»ff ^ 
faTF if lit Wt*U faRT 4l FRaft aiM t % RT«f *T 
r4»h “*K*i afli «o a fe "thi^jw «n^¥^r"i 
4*mT| iRFl ajF 4 far qR°Dqi tjVl -5*^-1 ^t 11*11 ^ 
^rf^a^fewtiFR^R^Mf arife aqrarfaiaf srfaaf^ 
FR 4 fagaa £FTT vr TWT HUMf (i^M 4 311* IVh* sPfef 
aft Ri^fei t^nTnn ^R fRafaR ft'TFl 4 yi^d tjRl at 
STjRR areife| rt &HJdld t SPl" 4 4 amt aft (H^Rwi aft 
Tf( till an*ltR* RwM* HlHrit' if afwdl amt 
aaaTa qra 25 -t^, ^ ^ arf^i^ 3Tri^ ^ wn 
aiiq^qq? fNt niH" ’tniHi 3M; 7TT®fl ^R1 *ih T^lfT^T b)*t *il <4 i 
qmml sn^ tT^ ^ ^ faSFT mRiPiIV ^ (1 } 

2005 Tfrf.T^cT.ilR. (T^fT.lft.) '4l^ ®R1R 5(1'JH 

(2005) e^.Tft.lJt. 750^TWftr^*i 
J*n*ta fq^<& (TlBiiNi^ 3flTOf)^R ^71 I^Tli 

9. ^f!RT RR 1 fiT Pm hi I Ri^Ih vhi(^ ■i'Hl'4 

^Tj 4i<i +f"*iV 1F4711 ^([ RifniiRR n(5 ^ ^:- 

^TtffqflT5ff.1; 

10- M*UU1 ^f7wf awiifl ^ wf ^ few 

Tir«ff 

^IMiI-2 q^^fcBPJ^TT ^ HTf ^ 15 fal.lwft 

W^f 14 t^TqRplf) "RI? ^ lcM snl^ 7# 11 *T*J fH*jfel 
tM^T ^ gpRf ^ I^RT Ftj 11*0)1 

RSlf HI hi Tjqj ijfel ^ P4WI T^i ^ nHidK 240 
%qtnf‘f^n‘g) ( M »t^w! H4N(+il 


3fff*FT WI TTRl Tnafl ^T ^ TlREf RTI % fOT *ft UT^ 
^q?qrsRT^f ^BfT ^T*#<T ^ ^ qS 

a^To # 240 wmr . ^tfS fa*n Fi i Tuqf an? ^ ■qi 

^ ’3R^f ^ 54f<RRR HIRtif ^ yPH* qf( FtFl 
^ ^ T(* ^ Slflift) # 240 f^T irl'IlclK ^ flttf 

t«5 RT5 ^i*l # farg B'-wird y*(tq if t^tt ait' w w ti 
mafl aS rnyRn ^iar *iffi *^u) ^ 4 tf) #i 

: f^Rr w 'rwirtt ^tir ^Rrl 3T*rcfaR a? 

■awn. 18 ^ aifftltT srjFTR HH*l)(l -«IWW*l ^ "RFn 

%*4*u arfH^^atraarnr 
■&11 wtffa if rf^ ^ 3 240 ft*r frfp! arrfl^qr f), aft-fq 
hhh^i rT a?) hi4i &i ^TcTi rf Ri^Ih fa-g RPff ait arti "R 
1^5 FiRF tfK aiRT Rai ^ a^tr EhMct (**n arnir § i 

M*i fir^ 7T. 2t 

] i. W PixiR ^ a? ^(smi f f* *ar arwrsfl R aisfl 
ait ^ar tiHiRd ait aa vm 25 , aft a T^a srfMfaaa tf*n 

3fidlf J i* taaia C^aNr) faaa 1957 (ait fo fam ^ arnt 
■RialaaR *f?if4 | ii) ^faaa 77-78 aa dcriai a^^ ait 
afti ara25-iT5«ftiPRa^‘1t^‘aF^Hm tfela^ft 
aatasTT afi ^ar wfaa ^ afa aaait ^ar wmj 

240 laa ai ^ arte $ aa am 25 -TF arfaftaa ait 
aiFRTt^aT aiai waraai t fang ewotr y*<wi af ar«if srt 
wiflu 240 faa ait atai Ftar a^f ami aai ^1 am 25 -aft 
3 il«iPi» 4 »i Weil aft hRphi (HHifl aiaaR ^ [ji«°n 41 jhk 
afa "^ir *4*u at feff 1a?ta Ml an f\, at faaiaai ^ 
1 Vii< 3naaaa> ^ tai Ria^ *il ^ aiF anfairr ait Wc.4t *t 
^rata ftata^ sm t^nnapi ^f ^ aPraif aft aft^ar ^j4t m 
■^’3aa °iR"o<ii ^at^f Ft ^ ^ia?t m^i «i4 Hti4 

tiMivi a*ti etd'Ki h*<’ , i "4 ^ aa^f 

tr ijEft R aiat an am aift i 3R: fp ipt R ff artafnaifei 
ftrar ft tf^tii aitff ^ ai^t afaa^f a^ ^ai ^a^i 
a^aR5n4tait^’qaaaRft7n’ j mTFii fM: aiMao 
unff-^faai aaa MHt anfaPt ^ ^r a' ft aw aaait 
f-igfaa 15-] 5 faa ^f^ijaft ^ fartaantf fir™ 
smftr t fan at 1 ^ft w fef^a? wia 
amTai^ apwfaa ^ manta F^aaa rnmiaia ^ afiRife lamr 

af?i ana aWt/iina^ftaaj anfarit fagaa R»i<t Fia 
t aa aafaf ^ Fi41a* ^ an araw aff aft anflt far ^ no 
anfarfait ait ajataarifi atari 4<ni anw 
*ft 4a “fri ai*fl ^ aaraf 4 hf! 3naT ^ far 
4ain tfHim *i^t ai7 FHait aiarn frir ait ^15(t(t> 
fastfd atnimt aff 3fa4 «t RFfaafaFan wraaaai'gaiT 
4 Ta-slA ^ 4aa 4 anft fam aa ^i4 sn^ai M fam 
4nw"3Rra)FRtR asmT t far 3^14 fanft 4t *&■« ait ffI' 



A? \i 


lilt: t jA/l.TIh Of INDIA Mlil'f LMDI-: 
tjpti f 'ftn -fi vnm f. w*?. 

-JT jr/Ti ^j-npq- r;i- VJ|7 TJ^f PP? -IRjftr TPRT vTT^i fR 
’TTr^t #JT?' psp: ftl qcT'?f 7T ftr i fn Pppr ftftrpP ft PP 
Iwi * ftp VJFT if ifr tfJyrtA pn 'ft ‘frp-R 

-q yj,- L-pn i f’^r t ~w. yftpJft # ^ ft ft r -T 
fFTO TpftpF'l Vrnnrv Pi-T-firr PqiPR^FT ST TF^M Oft 

wft p fj. ^Tr^ Trft srfpgft sri ^ ^ 

ftr tf fr-i >;fp?7^ pia i^i th p^'p ft t*p ^ 

*17 £ ni ^r^-1 iJTj yj TPTqq if? pfTTFR fep‘l 7^ "ftf 
I ft ipuf '*: 2-p. 1^-7 Rvj'^R TFTP ST-ft gp ^.- ftr£ 
T 1 TT tit? y:i rp=n- T'FTVI tpt rpfp vr/r 25 pft: 
pprp if ^-f-H- ft -,r ptr/Vs f S ff qr'<£ ft i^fti PPT 

^ffr;V qq:; .j- 1 tt.:I juo fT= S-.7P . *ft-< fftr; 

faFP -f iH'; -tp ‘'.iTT lift T 3 ^ T-ft sJT ^FTj PFT It W-T? ■ 

■j : -i'--n zr C'fT? =r : ?.' ptp.i ft :-pf-t’ 

"Mv h'-+ ft «!■'> ■* I va; ftft PF 'J T -^K ^ jT-fP 

Tirf^’F' ^TR'-n <»-.; ; L -.pFF ft ffpqi. iP ftV‘T C ftp" ;■?: 

■'. vi: *f-ii i-^ TT'^'x : T ^ W -i 

^ -ft' It -'T^i -p j . j-^vii viTT>;n ^ if. ^ "*i ' t tTi ■-’ptj t \ t , 
i: :■£-**izF,-: 'F'-rr ~ ~ c "^’ } . ^ =^<7^^ "PRi -n t^nr 

IfTq: iqr f-PrFRR E -3vn qFl RCI tl Tll'i' ■’ iFP 1 

”fOP"r‘ " —rj.-: - 1 ;.. Ty : -ITI? 7 >j ^ ^LTUy^l. ^FTy]. 7^^'. : rr 

■#n. f'J'iFT ;;t=f ;v^t -,nt? t ^?pT fgr? p-n^r u 
r ^ 1 .n ""F r i ui ih 7 ’ i’ 1 ii^^T >t 1 ■!-P'.t -'-i H 

W TTJv 7 '>' :T 'l "4.' 'FF Tf‘ fFrr^ --fi ft' i 7T tf ' -7F R-T^fr 
'FtT^rVl R^Ti-W : r-. - '-J;' ^7 i^KTT t^lT WT f 

7H«? .TTTRt.jT^ ijfrp.f f d f^f, en = T»-;rPl -?^ W 

Sri^c F- ; JI-1 R,-^. ..rjn-T^ :;' 1TT7 ;■ -F- ir^fl|T 

■/■TR^fora; iiftR+n -^ : 17 ^rr^j ^ i^vr FFTTSPR 

^ ^7 3 ; TfK.qi -j^i 'rfR 1 3 tiT ^r 7pi 7 P 

vnn .J.i n™ ?F“ V-'Fl’F- iF^tl V* ^ TTFT tjtti ;7i —; '-.r^' ^ 
_ j^r?n -•or '^svf. v"' <t ^rrpeFT Tp7 w '^f ■fit ^ 
t p ttij ft j ^fr-FR .iT^iFrn ?'Ft pji ft TT-57-r f. 

Tip 'rfrTT 'T ipf i-'tPTr^ i TTT-T ^^rft ^ -=R 
jF 7 r^'T v; vfi^T. '3Ff -iT*7 7l TTTT] frn; fT7 v >” 'TRTI 

tl jpi: r i'PP if TiP ?TT3 .jqffFpTpi ^7i ?'-f: PT 

T^-n 5rf j; j- : ft *-■■ ^ \^Z -"rf fit PF-rr r i tn^-f “j-v -err -r 

Rq PRj;; t:' ^qi:;r l-j tP; tpn tt-j tiT ^py^-y] W, 

■jf; jTSiTVj r. ~-yi ~?r- z r* fT ; r^ -ip ttit-i 

t'pqr; f---rr - - -7 --: fr .^-rT-F; ptt '7t ph ■ta-rf 
“TPP c-^T-f i>rp” 7 TPfPl? i W-J=n ?F '-FprTT -'T.j l'/l 

fiv7 tip -ift pun i 1 Toqffjii-TT f-r-:7n 
^tTrT^n "r'PFRT t; q#vTP pfrn 2<>0!> IT *RI.p-T.'T. t O] 

: fiJjf..; f;p KR; ; f tt.- j“i_ pq^. iTp TTTTTT ^ W ^.fPJtl 


20 , 2008 ' : BHADRjN 2'). 1 T-ti fP.ar 11- 5; c 3(ii)| 

w, 1f - -nf ^ Pta^fTSlTl t\ 

WS'q p ^rf^p-S^r m HPT^T PTl ^ UHT i^RP Ti Tl 
^tqifan^ pfT ?t tit uft '■T7 r 2^ c:^ pm'mh ^nff wn 
f, si TiPTf^r ^ jinwr <t 3>ptt*^ fq^i I^ri -si p^rii 
irvtt ^ ■^m 11 7f Hwtw p ^r^rt 

^n ^ 77 ^ S[T5>4-- #tlPrf iqt 1?RT jTR 

7T3I ^ ^ pi^M^b P TTirlTriT Tp?^F7 "3P flfi TI 
tfi tqr?^*fr m tr, o m^r aqftr^ 

# ■ 3 mm Fwrrf ^rr<3r p *.tr^ ^ ^ zjo fF*T ™»irwir tt=i 

?ST T!1®T ^ ftps zti f 

13, 3F3 'JTF T'7 -y' 3P7 P 3RT PJTT7 

fP ipra'y r sp p -jy. f_j Rm 3 t-tp jrfeprfe msp? 

5TI'5^Pp H trTj =5t‘ Tt?T #1W ^eiF! OTT. 
qp. PnTrrft 'pf^TFTT p 240 ftp TTT fpTPl, 

’SPHKTpitftneprTR^ fH t fR'T p Tifri'JjftT ftRT PR 7 7 
^RT TR7S1R 7|5P tr^T P FPTrflT fpPT3Pl feP 

W ^ fft£ TRT, P?13 i Pp f 1 ^pT PTF P 

wptth ^irr jm-z pp pp; fn^ ^ ptp^ p p1 
qirftmftp fePT ppi t ftF TriF ^pcf p?t amty p p 
240 'fcp PTpf t^PT, p ! 3' i ir p^qrisrT fprp; ppt t\ ppppt p spt 
■ ^ q i T i ftp ^fti^ -si 2 vo rbr p^ fepr “jr^t phi *pt pti 

TPPTP 7RTP>I ^ <T»P i!- TPT P ftT=1 WJ jIT^ |f| ^Opt 
R^Eqqp p3p -^7^1 FRT p pt ^TPftm PH PIP 

25 q^F, -pf -3| T^g ^t PTP1 PPT PI ^Ipf^ OT1 

■qg^tP P p H>ip pfi itt. P ftrat PTi' fa £l ^IR 

pftrai ^ fp^S fefi JTf T^TPT ^ pte ‘PT’ pit aqft tPR 
r^d i m Ppf ftw^ Tpfpp 3WI Pf PR P 75RPP1 

^rpift ftr^tjHi pft r tpti' pt yftiMTw Ipipi ppt £ % 
7[r{p) ^PP PIP! pfp7 p itt ft ftpp ^in] ^p fftnftr 

p ai^pp pif^ tft ^fftpr pm fttftt gn pftt p 

y?&i m, ftpl PTPf ^t .PTJ ft Pfl' f3tT ti fsra fPT 
PST^T ftiei* fjTffTl TPftT? P % tt PlPfttP "3^PftP trtpTcIP ft 
tJTP aqPjfftcp y 7WNH prt 

F+TPS PPiPT' P Tift 1 PS PP1 240 t^T f^ fl. ftnr pf7 
f 341 ‘j'liRi wP --^'prp ,t: y j «jp'i*n ■qqsft tti n 

s*p PT ri pprrn tf; P 7pr f 1 TP ^in p *ji1p®i 
^IP 'HP 25'^ TT--^ fT PHI PP1 J 4I ftF^ IPPPH 

VPTTTJ1 ftf sjftq^ p? .' ; qp. p T?P ftq^T art fST f; ?TPRT 
PT>RR ^ 7Fs=JTH Wq fPRT H'J^H tf Rt fftpp 77 
q ts PPTttftinP^ pp r^ T.rt1 J lr1 liprror p PPT d c-r|NR 
fftrp PTT fsn, Tft fsf 11 ?v(t TRf ft 3 tp ^qpf TP. 

ftt. ?mf ttsiwif y* ' 3rTI1 P T1 ^ R 'pftTwip 
J sftT fftns ^nor Tjpr -rs pf3 Tnfttp 

p^ Pffcfiy fftrr^ ftrgltTP pfftrrTft pr,3tTi.PT. ^4^ 
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^5Hm^urNfei,Tft.sritf. 5sai^ wfaww wti 

TI575PT 71*5 ^ ^n5^ft if 5ft 3^7 ^ *571 25— 

qft 5 TJ5 45 4vvf^H ^IT ftflj 'J51 51 sw'Pti V^/ U l 5 

ftn 5 # fati 'll ^piTnr Riffa 

i*lli 45 Hlfl^U 4I7F 25“^ ^ TPffVfl *111 57ft ht? 3 ^®ZIRf 

"^ishHT faTI 91H 514^7 4 <<i frl. 

PuvtH^iH fl*n si*? y^mi Ri^i£ 7147*55 tit*j ^ hhw *ft 

25-1^^10 Tftffafr ^l GW J lfl 

4ft qfl *mr 1 '35^ 3TpTTt ft HI*ff 4ft 1 5 ! T: Pffll-^W 

45 3RTF7 ftft 1^=n 37lft lift'd ^rPffPfl 55 if f*T41 r 

fan fas 4sf i^n li sri> qft i?z&\ w wisnl in p ^ 

j !n*ff 4 ft 4ft£ 4tif ^7ft 1 

fallNftr^tf. 3: 

14. 5* fft^ 4ft ffrs 4?7ft 55 ■rit amreff fTftrw 47 
•niTnsff^Tm if 41^:454^5 35^5^ 7754-14 

^ftTBft’ftyisf ^7T4*ttif44ft3rft7i ]J-I5t^^f^?rsr 
V5*f R*T-5 

3tlft?ri??G ftlfratf »4fV tpff 5ft 1?m ^ 71*5 3PT^ 55*f 3flft7T 

■q^5?nf fftft *lft ftf, $H1 *ff 5^f 

W "TO it Wt 4*7" 1 £ 5*1-14 4ft fttsft ^ Hwf 4ft 
f*R-2 fa*rf if ip fa*4-2 55*f iZ 5*5 fa hi 

Ri4i *1*5 il ;ti TTO ^ RTlfl 4ft Pi^fftci 34*lfft utW w"*iH if 
445faq 5ift*r n^r fnl^xj-d .smffei ^ ffrR ft, w w 
Tmr f 1 afrt«rPrp»T 4ft vra 2(3ft)(4ftt) * agoi? ssfror 
tVn<pl ft*n w*ii(Vi mi*! t? 3mf*i 

p*lW?W W 5 wn: wHixt «TFT wn *T*n il ^w j in 
anirr cfrgfei 3 iii?i) 55 i ^ wcf^ 
i *T % TJ^ ^ 4il^tr|4| 3TT57T ^ 4*fhW'l| 
1^^21)07 I ’^.’551^. 6% (5PPT.) 

H*1.^t, cm^.ifR *151^ 

OTi 2007 i i^.i^r.'i ^r7]7 C^.Pt. Jtffvt 

f*ra| faPi 5fW*p $ wi ■? Trtaflpt p 

PRT 1<ti ’flei wflini fji*i4^l ^ 

hH w.f^ ^®P*T5 ^ (5-iWlSdtil) 1%*1T 

^ ^H'+tl tmifa 50 W\ 2(00) 3qWiFT ^ 5flfm 
3^ttt wa*ft ^ w Tit win cr«n *rrn :(*W) 5«Wnm 
^ 3ig?nT »ft Tfcft Wfc\ 5f7VT5T 3tl?ftl. 

5ft sir's in(i) 5 ^, 5 *!. 

■flHH+i 5 a=5 fa*3 W^52 MflTT (2) 

sf55 ffrPTT S SRI ^(14W, (3) it^IS 

h)iJI<hIi STTMh^kI ^Taini^i ^TRlT^raim (4) 

“55S-5S.it- TStnT 5*T 'iReiei Pl'TM Tq^<B 
i jjfsjmftri fiJlRf W 31^55 f^njl f«i‘m Tl^R®! i 
fan fef H M*! ft*£ i ^ 3 H ( Mftw -m\ <hi+R*m> 
ilr tr 5 qitlq ofiTrt 15—15 fln ^ ftm qj9 snin “s 7 


ft5 ^ 1^15 f44j,f<Wlf it Ti| i Tien 5P *R5 '5v*3T gffiRl 

j-c^n HilHdH iM*i ^iinin^fi 

^*iw ■511*?? 5ft sftr it in 15, i 5i*ff 5ft 5fti 55i 5if 5 r?| i 
sri: 55 1^^ smMt ti*fai5r 5ft artT i tin itn sun 

551 tl 

ftcf* 4: 

] 5. w "Prii ^ niftw i sfR d'itiqq 

f%|4l4H ^ STT5R ’*5 Tn*fi feft 3^?lh3 TCT Slfa^iRl i 
^5; Pf^l m flTH Pi“i 55*1T *111(11 |: 

,J T^f #17 5^5#TO fe-yWH 5ftiR Ip. ^ 55^*R 
iRist^iFr^fttniini-n-iwi pio h-w 5n 
sirmPm n*r ^ srFTfwn siftm ^ if fX j j'i n 
RRft ^ 30-8-92 ^ ’S5T 5RRT 5 

7rai sfsRft 5ft PnilfiirtT X w maff ni 
3TO 5ff ift 5ft RoiRrit 55 fa it 5ft^ 
WcTSlim 3lf5nrtt 5lfti il" 

16. 5S5lt 3P fsnfa 30-7-2008 *ft -9I5F15 5 
fci<9i«ii «ii«n ^■iiqi mmi w<qin5ft nqM?ni4 

A®ll RITi I 

5RnT yc*>ivr iiqt, -aiwiiiflvi 

M ftwt, 22 smpl, 2008 

W.31T. 2648—srfMfWI. 1947 (1947 
^RT 14) Rft *TO 17 ^ *q i 57551 «-yn 

^q^ei«vpM , i nftfftTH n 55VHST ^ +i'q* Piq'i-aiqulf 3flt7 "355# 

^ 3^55 t ftrfe sftntftrc firar? if ^fRi 

57507 sttalPiqi -3rln^-(*>(.’JL' 1 ?7R 'qi’Hi’f-rq 5.- I, q-si^is ^ H^lt 
(57t +i"®Hi 3irg.-5t-27/20fl7) 5ft nqiiRwRTTtftT,ni 

57557 5ft 22-8-08 5ft VTRT ^atn SI | 

tTf.^. 42()l2/2/2006-«li3m(TpT)J 

w, fa* 

New Delhi, the 22nd Augml.2008 

5.0. 2648—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 [14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref, No. 1.11-27/ 
2007) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal'! -abnur 
Court No. -1. Chandigarh now as shown in the Anncxure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers, in relation 
to the management of Central Warehousing Corporation 
and their workman, which was received by the Cenital 
Governmer? f on 22-S-OS, 

[No. M20I2/22006-IR(M)| 
KAMAL DAKIIltll Desk Officer 
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J annexure 

BEFOKE SHRU;VA\ENnRA KUMAR SJ-lARJVT A, 
PRES] I>[ NG OFFICER, CENTER ALGO VT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUN AL-CUM*L A HOUR COL RT.-1 
CHANDIGARIi 

Case No, I.D, 17/2007 

Sh. Rumcsh Singh S ; o Sh. Wa^ir Singh, Village Badha, PO 
£ Tchsil Fazilka. Disd. Kerozepur 


Applicant 


Versus 


The Region at Manager Central Warehousing Corporation, 
Chandigarh Region, Buys No. Sector-4, Puiichhuhi 

(HayaT»a>]J 4 ll 2 

.Respondcm 

A PPE A RANGES 

For the workman: Workman in person. 

For the management: Shri Pardeep Shamu 

AWARD 

Passed onB-S-U8 

Central Govt. vide notification No. L-42[)!2-2 : : 20D6- 
1R(M] dated 27-4-2(107> ha* referred the following dispute 
lo This Tribuna) for adjud itai jo n: 

"Whether the action of the M-N E Coin rat-lov. 
Contractor of Central Warehousing Corporation in 
terminating the services of Sh, Rarnesh Siu^h , E» 
helper w-.e.f M-2G06 without complying with [he 
provision* of the ID Act, 1947 is jusi and Jegai^ ]f 
not, to what relief the workman is entitled to? ,L 

The present reference was made by the Central (iim 
on the failure of conciliation proceeding for adjudication 
of the mitici referred in the schedule referred above 1 and 
the workman prayed for declaring the action of the 
management as illegal and invalid and for reinstatement m 
service with full hack wages and all consequential benefit* 
in the interest of justice, equity and fair play. 

As per office memorandum dated 50-4-08 this use 
was fined in pne lok adalar meeting on 3-8-2(108 tor its 
disposal by adopting the mediation and conciliation 
tnechanismAVith the efforts of the Tribunal, the workman 
agreed (o w ithdraw his reference. The management agreed 
that they will try- to provide the work to the workman w uh 
the contractor as per the policy of the govt, and as per ihe 
reference made by the Central CJovi. within a reasonable 
time. It is proposed to dispose off this reference in 
Lok Adalat Accordingly the reference is returned io ihe 
Central Ciovt a^ nettled in Lok Ada lat. Centra I Govt be 
informed .File be consigned to record. 

Chand igarh 
8-8-2tf)S 


Ci. K S U A R YJ A. I J rc s. id i ng G I J'lecr 


22 ?-\W. 2r)(ih 

2649 — ■ HTTT^Fr: f^^TI ■=" 1947 ( I04? 1 

14) ^ 17 ^ is-^prrr t\ t ^ r ^i rr^ r\ 

V|q-11<4Lj| t-rlM H ~ jJ|7 

«kh*kT of W3' if aroifrar f^R- ff 

sRfa wttn afenfr*: r . - i , 

^ y-shiPifw £ r 

WT 22- S-(Ik T^l iTT ►*! I 

^9iji:.o. zoo4- ■ 

New Delhi, the 22nd August. 2O0H 

S + 0, 2649— In pmv.uiiKc of Section 17 of die 
Industrial Disputes Ac:. I l >-I? (14 of 19-17), ihu Central 
Government hereby pLi hi i.dies the award (Ref No. £4 2004 ) 
of the Central Gove mm ci :t In decrial 1'rib una I Labour Comi 
No.-L Uhanbad now os Tiovmi in <hc Anncvure in the 
Industrial Dispute bus wee it the employers, in re In I ion lo 
the manager cut of R M1 > U ■ i; i u n ut Itpo r i J in e St on v m i n e- 
and (heir workman, which wa*. received by the Cent nil 
Government on 22-S-OS. 


| No. 1 .- 290 If 3 2 (H) 4 -[WV 1 H 

KAMA l. BAkl lRt -. Dc<kOilRvr 

AN MM RE 

BEFOK Ell i K CE Y[ R\l,(i< Y V ERIN VS ENT 
1NDL5TRIA L 1'R I Bl. V\ I. M X I AI' □ 11A \ BA 3 >. 

V\i\S\ NT. 

ShriUM: Sitigb, Fresidmg Officer. 

Iti the matter ofan [ndu^ui.il Dispute tinder Section !()(II 
(d)orthel.D. Act, 1947 

Rcfcrtme No,S4 of 2CHI4 

PARTIES: 

E trip love rn in jeLitiun to [he manageiTiciit RMD 
Bhawnathpur Lime Stone Mine'- and their workmen. 

APPEARANCES: 

On birhu E f o f the wink til an : Y1 r. S, \.( um i. 

■\:1vocuie 

On behalf of the employ ei ^ ■ \lr. I.>. K. Verm L L. Adujuie. 
Slate : J h urkhun d 1 n du sti y : I. i i ne S lo n c . 

□cited, Dh:inOa.i ihc August. .N)(iN. 

\\\ VBI> 

The Govt, ofIndue Skin.-’jv of LubLUii. in exercise \>f 
the powers con Pc reed on ilvm under Seetinn l(i(l if Ji of 
lbe l.D. Aci.. 1 L >47 hu^ lelencd d:c hdlowing disputeM litis 
Tribunal roradjudicaiion v idc :P.u 11 Ordvr N't' 1.-2901 S 5 
2004 ]R(Mj duied. die I ?\\ Tuiy. 2fjU-l. 
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SCHEDULE 

4< Whether the action of rhe management of Raw 
Material Division, Sail Bhawnathpur Lime Stone 
Mines. Jharkhand, in forcefully retiring Shir Sugrew 
Biyar Mab&to even the workman has represented 
that this actual date of birth is 14-1 1-55 and not 
14-11-1942 as entered by the management in the 
service records ofihe company legal and justified' 7 
If nor, to what relief the workman concerned is 
entitled?'" 

2. In ihis case a settlement petition has been filed 
under signature of both the parties. Perused the settlement 
petition and heard both sides I find that the terms of 
settlement are fair h proper and in accordance with the 
principle of natural justice. Accordingly an Award is passed 
in this case in terms ofihe settlement which forms part of 
the Award as Annexure. 

H. M. SINGH* Presiding Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE TH E LEARNEDCCIT-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT-1, DHANBAD 

Ref Case No, &4/2Q04 

Management of Bhawanathpur Limestone Mines said 
RMD 

Vs, 

Su.gew Biyar Mahato represented by Bokaro Steel 
Workers Union 

Hum hie Potition on behalf of abovenamed 
management. Most respectfully sheweth : 

I That the above reference case is related with the 
dispute of date of birth of Sri Sugrew Biyar Mahato who 
was an employee ofBhawarmthpur Limestone Mines and 
was superannuation from services of the Company w.e.f. 
30-11-2003 

2 . That against the said superannuation the union 
raised dispute which was being adjudicated by the 
Conciliation officer and subsequently the Ministry of 
[^aboirr. Govt, of India Vide order dated 15-05-2005 referred 
the said dispute before the Hon'bleTribuna! under the 
following schedule : 

' Whether the action of management of Raw Materials 
Division, Sail, Bhawanuthpur Limestone Mines, Jharkhand, 
in foivefully reliring Shri Sugrew Biyar Mahalo even the 
workman has represented his actual date of birth as 
14-1 1-1955 and not M-1 1-1942 as entered by the 
Management in the service records ofihe Company, legal 
and justified ? Ifnoi to what relief the workman concerned 
is entitled 7 

3. Thai the above reference case is pending before 
your Hon'ble Court for long time 

4. Thai Sri Sugrew Biyar Mahalo, repersented by the 
Union, vide letter No. BSWU/BN P/07-98 dtd. 10-07-2007, 


requested to settle the dispute out of court. Copy of the 
said letter is enclosed at Annexure-A. 

5. Thai against the workman vide Letter dtd Nil 
which has been received by management under Ref. 
No.4| I dtd. l3-03'0ft p requested the management to send 
him for medical examination in order u> ascertain his age 
and thereafter reappoint him Further # it has been stated in 
the said letter that no claim shall be made towards back 
wages copy of the letters of the workman is enclosed and 
marked as Anntxme-B. 

6 . Thai the management is also agreeable to settle 
the issue and is agreed to send the workman for medical 
examination before the medical board for ascertainment of 
his age and as per the report of the medical board 
Shri Sugrew Biyar will be reappointed. 

Under the above circumstances, if is prayed that 
your honour may graciously be pleased lo pass order 
for sending the workman to the medical board for 
ascertainment of his age and as per the medical report 
Sri Sugrew Biyar Mahato will be reappointed to the 
post of Khalasi grade and Sri Biyar shall not claim any 
back wages or any benefits whfitsoeverduring the period 
against which the workman has not done any work, 

2 nd for this act of kindness the workman represented 
by the Bokaro Steel workers Union shall ever pray. 

Dated For & on behalf of 

Bhawanathpur Limestone Mines* Sail, RMD 
No.-BSWU/BNP/&7*9S Dtd. 10-7-2007. 

To 

The Executive Drirector (Incharge), 

Sail T RMD, Kolkata, 

Sub : In the matter of settlement in respect of 
Sn Sugrew Biyar Mhato, Staff No, 673E23, Sail, RMD/ 
Bhawanathpur Mines Distt. Carhwa (Jharkhand) in 
reference case No, 84/2004 in C.G. I.T.Nix I at Dhanbad. 
DearSii, 

With reference to the above, our spenseripg Union 
would like to request that the Reference case No + 84/2004 
is ponding For long time before the CGI Tribunal No, 1 at 
Dhanbad for further Cross Examination of 
MW-1. C.P.C. Tiwary, the then AGM (Personnel), 
Bhawcathpur Limestone Mln«( Jharkhand). It is submitted 
thai Sri Sugrew Biyar Mahato is tardlooser and his 
employment was provided against die scheme of displaced 
person. 

His date of birth has been assessed by Medical 
Office^ Bhawanathpur Hospital on 14-11 -87 as 14^11-1955 
and on A sis of the medical report/ examination his date of 
birth has been recorded in relevant slatory records* issued 
Identity card bearing No, 775 and No. 673823. It is out sel 
to mention here to that one another woikman namely Subai 
Biyar Mahata was also conducted Medical Exam, on the 
same date & lime and his date ofblrth recorded 14*| E-1942 
having slaflfNo, 673740, who has been retired from service 
under VRS In the 1998, 
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Thai [he Management has wrongK made enuy ihe 
date of Birth die service records of the Subai Biyar Mil lull o 
as [4^^1942 in the service records rtf Suarcw H iyiir 
Mahjato and made pre matured re [ire men l on 14-11-2002 to 
the nee m ed work man Sri S ugrew ] i iy ar M ah alo w h i c h is 
prcmafacii dispute of the Above reference. 

Thai our sponsoring Union would tike to once again 
request for consideration lo maintain industrial peace ami 
harmony and (dr expedite ihe above case under Settlement 
our of Court subject of the Mnsnorandun of settlement to 
be arrived under Rule 5 S (4) of the Ml Act 1947 w oh the 
icnns and c audit ions that the cancerned workman 
Sri Sugrew- Biyar Mahato is to be treated in continuous 
service and reinstatement in service. 

(R^.ChaiurwdL) 
Vice President 
B.SAY.I i.(]MTO 

Copy 10 i \X rVttHNJ'(dr needful action please. 
22 2im 

^T,-3TT r 265d ■■ arlfJtN|+; 1947 ( ! 947 

14) ^ VTT 17 ^ ft', ftrsffr TO7 ?ft ^ 

fra?, ^rtr t ^ TPra TTr^r^T 

aft Tffsr, -irprft ft Iftfe ftWifo-* T=r 

3^-321/2(106) U^lfrlrl Wt £. ^ 
tttoit 22 s DS ^'r yra ^an *n i 

35012-4 -lOflO-^OTT(^) j 
^ un ^TR5TP, 3Tf l n * kl 

New Delhi, she 22nd August- 200S 

S.o. 2656—In pursuance of Section 17 uJ the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 194.'}, the Lem ml 
Q overnmen l hereby pub 1 ishes the award (Ref. No.t.D 321: 
2006) of die C t; ntral Gti vemi ne nc! ndu strial' E ri bu nal I. jIio ur 
Court Fniakulnm now as shown in the Anne sure m the 
1 ndu atrial Dispute between the employers, in re hit ion to 
the management of Sh. N K urian Pi I Ini, ]. iccncd Customs 
Mouse Agcni and iheir workman, which was received h> 
the Central Government on 22-8-08. 

[No. 1,-350124 20[)04R(M)] 
K A M AI, U AK M R U. I >e sk O ffteer 1 
ASNFJCLRF 

millXLNmAlA^^ 

tri buna lc: i j m- la not; u cou r l i: kn akl lam 

Present : Shri ILL. NorherC W.A.* LLB- Presiding Officer 

(Friday the2"thday uf JuneifltiSfoih As(jada 1^30) 

| r n, 32 i 2006 

(f 119'2()m)or'[,abourC«un, E4mkulamj 

Work man Sri Mani.S 'o Sri. K aru nakorani r 

L Manoop N™\ 

||.No.2347y6. Benny Road. 
FaHurulhy. Kochi. 


Management : N .Kunjan Pillai. 

1 icerced Cusloms House 
Aycni. Shipping Clearing & 
Forwarding Agent. 

!UJ.No.(552. Kowdi& 

Company Ruilding, I nt Main 
Rond. Kochi. 

Ik Adv. Sd Asthnk RShcnny. 

This ease coming tip tor hearing on 2”^0f>'2008. tins 
Tribunal-curn-Labour Cmot on ihe snnitf day passed the 
following. 

AWARD 

Thii is a referenev tiiii l1 o under Section H)tl)(d) of 
Industrial Dispute Aci chnlleuHmg the action of the 
rntmattement in not providing employment to the worker 
Sri. Mani. 

On reference notices were issued to worker as well 
as the uiatiagemenv l hough‘mynayement entered 
appearance worker reniuincd absent. Notice was issued to 
the worker in October 2097 So fur lie has not appeared nor 
a re presen lativ e is ap po i iu cd i i s ill e sa id c ire um stan c u $ i 1 
has to be presumed that ihete is no existing dispute I nr 
adjudication. 

In the result an sward is passed finding that the 
action of die management in not providing employ menl to 
tlte worker Sri. Man i is legal and proper and the worker is 
not entitled for any relief. 

The award will come into force one month after iis 
publication in (he oi'llcini ^ii^ette. * 

Dictated to the Personal As si slant, [ran scribed and 
typed by her, corrected iiud passed by me on this the 
27th day of June h 2U0S. 

P. I. \ORmiRT, Presiding Officer 
Ap[K'ndi\- PSiL 

im 

W r 3TT h 2651 — \ 947 ( 194 17 

14} dRI 17 ^ ^<^17 ^nfWi 

SftT: 

^ ^Hr, ft' wta ft' 

. ^tjjRidn ^Vr^rrTn-^q ^ 

21 4-OS W 1^1 ^IT I 

: ft.7^1. 290! 5/3:99-3^3^<TPT> | 

:Mn h'ri 4: iSi'F, -SWi ^Tf^VilTT 

New Delhi, tlic 22 ltd August* 200fi 

5.0, 2651—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Induslrial Disputes Act. l L )47 {\4 of 1947}, the Central 
Govern mem hereb> pnbliHicin the award (Ref. No.CCiIT-' 
LC/R-'25":-'W) of ihc L'emni) Government 1 ndu^crial 
Tribunal/Labour Court .l L ibalpur now ah shown in the 
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Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers, 
in relation to the management of BailadiIn TrcmOre Project 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 22-8-2008. 

[No. L-29015G/99-lR(M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU n Desk Officer 
Annexure 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMEN f 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO- CG1T/LOR/257/99 

PRESIDING OFFICER: SI IRIC M SINGH 

The Vice President, 

Bastar Khadan Mazdoor Sangh> 

2/B.New Colony, 

Kir&ndul .Workmen/lTnion 

Versus 

The General Manager, 

Bailadila Iron Ore Project, 

Deposit No. l4,Kirandul 

Dislt. Bastar (MR) .Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 6th day of August, 2G0E 

L The Government oflndia. Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No. I..-29015/3/99-1R (Mise.) dated 16-7-99 
has referred the following dispute for adjudication by this 
tribunal > 

"Whether the demand of Bastar Khadan Mazdoor 
Sangh, against the management of Bailed ila Iron Ore 
Project Deposit No. M, Kirandul, Disrt. Bastar For 
granting of pay stales to Shri J.K. Ghos and other 
senior samplers at par with rhe Senior Mechanics. 
Senior Meehanic-cum-Operaloi., Senior Electrician 
and Senior Driller is justified? Ifso, to what reliefthe 
workmen arc entitled 1 ''’ 

2. Vide order dated 6- 3 2-06, passed on ihe order 
sheet of this reference proceeding the reference proceeded 
ex parte against the wqrkmen/Union. No statement of claim 
has been filed on behalf of workmen/Union. 

3. The case of the management in brief is as follows. 
The NMDC Ltd. is having uniis in various slates. The 
following main Unions are working in various projects of 
NMDCUd. leavings feworbes:- 

k Samyukta Khadan Mazdoor Saugh (A1TUCJ 

2. Metal Mines Workers Unions (3NTUC) 

3. Donimalai lorn Ore Project Employees Assn. 

4 DHKMS, Panna 

5 HKMS, Panna 

6, NMDC Employees Union, Calcutta 

7, NMDC Employees Uniom Hyderabad 

8, Sta ff U n ion N M DC, Hyderabad. 

The above Unions have formed themselves into 
Federation called ’^All India NMDC Workers Federation* 
All disputes be l ween the management and the employees 


are settled through mutual discussions and thereafter by 
Conciliation settlement. There was a periodical settlement 
between the Management and (he Federation. The first 
settlement took place on 30-KN7L It was Ibllowed by 
Conciliation settlement dated 15-2-76,23-B-SO and I7-9-H3. 
Alt these settlements are in existence, jlic extract of Ihc 
relevant provision of the aforesaid settlement* filed 
herewith and marked as Annexure M/2 to M/5. The case 
regarding pay scale of all categories of workman of the 
Corporation including the pay scale of Sr. Sampler* wciv 
rationalised and .settled in concilia!ion seulemenl dated 
39-10-197 |, these scale* were subsequently revised by 
conciliation seillcmcul dated 15-2-197ft, These scales again 
revised by Conciliation settlement dated 30-8-19H0, 
17-9-1983. 16-12-1989 & 18-9-1995 at the Corpuraic level 
between the management of NMDC Ltd. and workmen 
represented by All India NMDC Workers Federation, who 
are sole bargaining agent of lb? Corporation and 
accordingly the pay scale of Sr. Samplers were revised 
from time lo time in accordance with the above setllenoenls. 
It also mentioned that the issue pertaining to ihc revision 
or pay sea Ic of Sr. Samplers are com inon i n nature and sue h 
issue are settled in consultation with All India NMDC 
Workers Federation al Corporate level alon^ with oilier 
categories of workman as has been done vide ihe above 
Tripartite Settlement which is binding on the management 
as well as workman of the Corporation. It is further submitted 
that issue regarding the revision of pay scale to sampling 
categories was discussed by the appropriate Bipartite 
Committee from time to time and accordingly iheh pay 
scales were revised along wilh other categories of workmen 
in the above sell lement. 

4. As the case proceeded ex pane againsi iht 
workmcn/U ni on, there is no e vidence on bchal f of workmen/ 
Union on record. The management in order to prove their 
case 1 1 led affidavit oftheir witness Shri S. Habji, (hen working 
as Dy. Manager (Personnel) in N DMC Lid., Bailadila Iron 
Ore Mine, Kirandul Complex. 

5. 1 have heard Shri A, K. Shashi, Advocate counsel 
for the management. I have very carefully gone through 
ihe evidence on record. 

6. The case of the management is Fully established 
and proved from rhe uncontrpverted and unchallenged 
affidavit oftheir witness Shri S- Hub jh 

7. Therefore the reference is decided cx pane in 
favour of the management and againsl the workmen wi I houi 
any orders as to com* holding that the demand of Bysiar 
Khadan Mazdoor Sanuh, a^ainsl the munaimnnent of 
BaiEadila Iron Ore Project Deposit. No. 14, Kirandul, 
Dislt. BasUir lor granting of pay scales lo Shri J,K. Gho* 
and other senior samplers at par with ihc Senior Meehan ies. 
Senior Mechanic-cum-Operator, Senior Elceuleiun and 
Senior Driller is not just i fled and (hcrcTore the workmen arc 
not entitled to any relief. 

8. Lei the copies of Lhe award be scot to tile 
Govern me nt o F Jndi a, M i nistry o f [ .abour aud I :mpl oymcnl 
as per rules. 

C M SlNCil I, Presiding Oilleei 


3339 GUQB—11 
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^ fc#, 22 3TCHT. 2008 

w/sir. 2652.—sfatfw tot; sifafwi, 1947 [ 1947 
14 ) ^ vm 17 ^ 313^1 Tf, 1 

sfiijlM siw ill'll ^ iww ^ fj-i* 

^felA ^ Tftg, 31^'^ ^ steftfo* 4 
Trcsrt afrsiPT^ j =htor Tf-2. ^ ^ 

(tfW fl*W 311^-2/44/2007) (^TRT H. 

’H't^II—1 /15/2003 ) Hftiilfliffl tt-'.rrl ^ +KttiR 

^ 22-R-0B 3H Vra f-ffl ^1 

[*r. ^r-i 1015/2/2003-31^ &m f-tm)] 

New Delhi, the 22nd August, 200ft 

S+0+ 2652.—In pursuance of Section ]7 of the 
Industrial Disputes AcL 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Govemmenl hereby publishes the award (Ref, No, CCilT-2/ 
44/2007 (old No.CCJT-1/15/2003) of the Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal-cum-labour Court No2 h Mumbai now 
as shown in the A tincture in the Industrial dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management of Airport 
Authority of India, and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 22*08-2008. 

[No. Lr 11D15/2/2O03-IR (M)J 
KAMAL DAKHRUn Desk Officer 

ANN EX LIRE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL No,2* MUMBAI 

PRESENT 

A, A. LAlX Presiding Officer 

Reference No. CCIT-2/44 of2007 
(Old NoXTGIT-1/15 of 2003) 

Employers in Relation to the Management of Airport 
Authority of India 

Aitport Authority of India. 

Chhatrapti Shivaji Inicmaiional Airport 

Temiirul 1-B,Mumbai ... 1st Party 

AN1) 

Their Workmen represented by 
Indian Airport Employees Union, 

Having its ofltce at CPWD Workers Colony 
Saliargaon k Mumbai 400099 .2nd Parly 

appearance 

for the Employer: Mr. SliamraoPalil & 

Mr A v wash Patil, Advocates 

for ihe Workmen: Mr. A,P. Kulkaml, Mrs. Monika 

Srtklinimf. Advocates 

Dale of reserving Award: 02-05-2 OOS 

Date of passing of Award: 26~05“2008 


award 

The matrix of the facts as culled out from the 
proceedings are as under: 

2- The Government o find la. Minis! ry of Labour by 
its Order No,L- U 015/2 ■5 003-1 R{ M} dated 7th M arch, 2O03 
& No r L, I UH 5/2/2003-IR(Misc) dated 9,10.2007 in exercise 
of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) 
and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act + UM7 have referred the fe!lowing dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication : 

l4 l. Whether the contract between Airport Authority 
of India and the respondent contractors* is a sham 
and bogus and is a camouflage to deprive the 
workers concerned in the petition of bone His avai lable 
to permanent workmen ti f A i rport A uthority o f [ nd ia? 

2. Whether the workers concerned in the petition 
should be declared as permanent workers of Airport 
Authority of India? 

3. What are the wages and consequential benefits to 
be paid to the workers concerned in the petition?” 

3. To support the subject matter in the reference the 
Statement of Claim is Hied by the 2nd Party, Union through 
its General Secretary, ai Exhibit U/3 13 making out the case 
that, the present reference is concerning lo 41 workmen. 
Out of these one workman ha s expired and one workman is 
no longer tn service. 1st Party. employers, (hereinafter 
referred to as* Authority') cany out its act ivj t ies at vy r i ous 
places in India such as Mumbai, Delhi. Chennai, Calcutta 
Kolkata. etc. in all around 120 A irports all over the country. 
Hie total work fence employed by the employer company 
consists of permanent employees, casual workers and 
contract employees. The present proceedings relate to a 
set of workmen numbering Ln (20+9- 12 ^41) workmen, 
whose names and other detoils are mentioned in the list 
enclosed with it at Annexure 1 Concerned Workmen arc 
working in the Cargo Complex & Import Ware House, 
Conveyor Belt and Electrical Maintenance, Out of these 
workmen 20 workmen (t.e. Loaders) are doing ihc work of 
Loading and unloading of Cargo who arc called us ('usual 
Loaders and the remaining workmen of which the first nine 
are employed as Conveyer He Is Operation and Maintenance 
workers at Terminal LA and the rest of 1 2 are employed at 
Terminal I LB and they arc doing tike work in connection 
with electrical maintenance ar Division 1 & II. At present 
Division II only is in existence-, w hich i> an inicgmt part of 
the regular, permanent md perennial activities of the 1st 
Party Le. Airport Authority of India, The duties carried out 
by the Concerned workmen are of such a nature that the 
same have never been severable from the main activities 
carried out by the employer fit various Airports in India. 
The Mumbai Airport largest Airport in India having 
domestic terminal building at Sanlacruz and International 
Terminal al Sahar, Mumbai At domestic terminal at 
Santacruz there i.s largest traffic in India and there is 
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constant flow of passengers and cargo traffic, using Ihe 
airport facilities. The $ervices rendered by the workers, 
irrespective of their category, are of important nature 
because the continuous flow of passengers and cargo. As 
far as international passengers are concerned the nature of 
duties entrusted to all the workmen, including the workers 
concerned, is of vital importance, as the international 
passengers carry on Impression about our country based 
on their views of the Airports. The domestic terminal 
building has two terminals which are known as Terminal 
[A from where the flights of Indian Airlines and Alliance 
Air take ofT and land and the other terminal is known as 
Terminal IB from where the flights of private airlines such 
as Jet Airlines, Sahara Airlines, etc. take off and land. It is 
submitted by the Union as far as the activities of ihe 1st 
Party irrespective of locations where the workmen 
concerned are working, are concerned the same are 
interconnected and interlinked with each other There is 
integrality of activities and the nature of duties performed 
by all the workmen Irrespective of their status viz. 
permanent k casual, temporary, contract labours etc. cannot 
be separated from each other. Union further submitted that, 
as fin as 20 workmen employed at Cargo Complex & import 
Warehouse are concerned, there is no contract since 1st 
January, 1993, These workmen are called as ‘Departmental 
Casual Loaders' and they are being paid wages 
departmental^ from 1st January, 1993 irrespective their 
dates of appointments in terms of Ihe orders passed by the 
Division Bench of the Honble Bombay high Court on 3rd 
May, 1991 in Writ Petition No, 1494 of 1998,2nd Parly Union 
further submitted that, the Airports Authority Act, 1994 
provides for establishment of two independent Divisions 
i.e. (1) The International Airports Division (AD) and (2) 
National Airport Division (NAD). The NAD is responsible 
for creation and maintenance of Cargo facilities at Ihe 
international airports- I st Party, Authority is the custodian 
of all imported goods and they have further appointed Air 
India as their ground handling Agents at the Air Cargo 
Complex. All the imported goods are received by Air India 
General Handling Agency i.e. (GHA) front the carriers for 
warehousing with them and ten days old uncleared cargo 
is thereafter transferred to the heavy cargo warehouse of 
ihe Authority and import warehouses of the Authority 
The latter i$ situated at the distance of 1.30 kms. 
Approximately. It is further submitted by the Union that 
only the normal cargo, including (he perishable, imports, 
hazardous goods and strong items are subsequently 
transferred to Air India (GHA) and all commercial air cargo 
weighing less than |QQ kgs, and which is Lying uncleared at 
ihe Air India (GHA) warehouse for more than 10 days is 
transferred from Cargo Terminal to the 1st Party ~ 
Authority's Import warehouse for further handling 
departmental!}. Similarly, all commercial import cargo 
weighing more than 100 kgs r and lying unlceared for more 
lhan 14 days are transferred from Air India (GHA) to the 
Authority's new heavy cargo shed. Union further 


submitted that at the Import Warehouse the Authority has 
employed 20 workers as loaders who are directly employed 
under the Authority, employer, as permanent workmen 
apart from managerial, supervisory and clerical staff The 
concerned workmen have been colloquially leveled and 
called as contract workers used to perform the same, similar 
and identical duties, side by side along with the permanent 
loaders and the nature of work performed by both these 
sets of workmen was absolutely the same, The Cargo 
operations at Mumbai Airport include handling of import 
cargo, export cargo, passenger baggages, ware-house, 
auction of goods etc. and the imported cargo is broadly 
divided into Heavy Cargo i.e. packages weighing more than 
100kgs. and light cargo below it and is accordingly shifted 
to heavy/Jight cargo sheds where parties and agents come 
and claim their goods. Operations of the loaders at these 
import light cargo Sheds include receiving the goods, 
stadring/arrangtngthem on racks and forwarding the cargo 
and to give delivery to the claimants. It is submitted by the 
Union lhaf, the work of loading the light cargo Sheds was 
carried out by around 120 workmen i'e. permanent loaders 
of Air India, Prior to 1 s* November* 2003 Import Light Cargp 
not claimed by the parties/agents from die sheds for more 
than 10 days was shifted by the a Authority For further 
handling to the import house which work was carried out 
by 20 permanent loaders and 21 so called contract loaders 
of the Authority. These 41 loaders received the 10 days old 
cargo from Air India at the Import Warehouse* stacked 
them on racks according to their location, forwarded the 
cargo atid gave delivery to the claimants. After 45 days 
these goods are taken for auctioning when these loaders 
transfer the goods to another floor and process them for 
the same. The work of handling 10 days old light cargo was 
initially performed by 20 permanent loaders directly 
employed by the Authority. It is further submitted by the 
Union that, due to increase in volume of cargo and the 
resultant increase in the work of lending and related 
hand ling work, the 1st Party employer herein i e. Authority 
commissioned appointment of 16 extra loaders in 1986. 
However, instead of appointing permanent loaders the 
Authority appointed 26 contract workers to work alongwilh 
the regular loaders in the operations. From I st November, 
2002 Authority took over the ground handling work of 22 
Airlines from Air India. Thus Authority has a heavy cargo 
Shed and light cargo shed in the Cargo Complex for ground 
handling cargo of these 22 Airlines. However, the work of 
import light cargo which was carried out by 120 permanent 
workmen/loftders of Air India is now being contracted out 
by the Authority (presently on 30 days temporary 
contracts) to Mi's. Omega Enterprises, who has employed 
about 120 contract workers to cany out Ihe said work. 
However, from 1st November, 2002 the I st Party employer 
has not shifted 10 days old light cargo to the warehouse 
As a result thereof 40 loaders employed by the Authority 
for shifting and further handling at the import warehouse 
have been artificially displaced from their work Union 
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submitted that, [hough the permanent loaders numberlug 
20 have been shifted to do other work, they receive their 
wages, etc. ai much higher rates llia/i Lire workmen i.e, the 
concerned loaders. As mentioned herciniihove 40 loaders 
employed by the Authority have been artificially displaced 
from their work. It is submitted by the Union Ihat, Ihis is 
totally artificial situation treated by -he 1st Party employer 
with malafide intentions and with a view to create mere 
paper records against the concerned workmen. It is also 
submitted by the Union ihuU the Authority fcj.: changed 
its policy and instead of transferring unclaimed light cargo 
goods lying in garage for 10 day's to the Warehouse fiir 
further handling since November, 2002, the unclaimed gootfc 
are kept in the light cargo Shed itself for an unlimited period 
and instead of assigning the work of light cargo handling 
to the loaders already employed by the Authority- it ha& 
temporarily contracted out the work of 30 day's contract lo 
one M/s. Omega Enterprises and 120 contract workmen 
have been employed to carry- out these duties of permanent 
nature, On the other hand 20 permanent workmen and 20 
concerned workmen have been deliberately deprived of 
their work through these illegal, arbitrary and unjustified 
changes in the service conditions and this has been done 
with malafide intentions to defeat their claim for permanency. 
The nature ofdutics carried out by concerned workmen is 
essential and the work of loading and unloading carried 
out by these workmen is an integral part of the day lo day 
activities of the Authority. Authority provides Trolleys 
and such other equipments which arc required for corn iug 
out the duties by the concerned workmen, (heir attendance 
is marked by the Authority and the muster-rolls, which arc 
printed in the name of 'Air Pori Authority of India' are in 
the possession of the Authority, ft is also submitted by 
the Union that Assistant Cargo Manager Shri Eh had a of 
the Authority supervise the work and control lire 
concerned workmen and in the matter o Heave or leaving 
early they report to the said Assistant Cargo Manager S-hri 
Chhada. Authority also issues entry passes to the said 
concerned workmen which arc valid for one year. From 
November, 199 [ J Authority has been deducting the 
provident fund contributions of the concerned workmen 
under 1 he heading' C.P.I." and there is no eommemr ;u all 
in respect of loading and unloading activities carried out 
by the 20 workmen concerned in the present rejeiericc. Ii is 
further MibrnLiird by the Union that, there are permanent 
workmen employed by lhe Authority fbr doing the same, 
similar ^nd idem real work, and they are getting much higher 
wages under various settlements. The tt/age-j, allowances 
and other terms and <■ oti ditrims of the permanent workman 
are revised periodically and they are getting :j jl the- .^hilutoiy 
benefits such as bonus. H.K.A.. P.F, toim- l'ac?!itie- L 
revision in wages etc. as well a*. basic ’wages. ^ 1> .-y_ 
C.-C2A. and so munv niher allowance \. Tire pvrmat.eut 
workmen are also doing the work of loading and un io.s.. ing 
like rhe 20 workmen concerned in the present rererv^v, 
They arc gening wages 5 : 6 tiri^s more than the present set 
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of workmen. Whereas concerned workmen are getting 
wages at the rate of Rs. 122.20 per day and in case of 
absenteeism their wages arc deducted and even amongst 
the concerned workmen senior most workman Shr\ Ashok 
Satam who i$ working for last more than P years and the 
Junior workman Shri M IT Pat no who is working since last 
around 12 years both of them are gelling wages at lhe rate 
orfe I32.20 per day. Ii N fun her submitted by the Union 
that, Lhe services of the concerned workmen arc essential 
and continuing nature lias been accepted and admitted by 
the Dy. General Manager (Largo) in his toller dated 2Dili 
February, 190S, In the said tetter it is inter alia staled. "In 
short, these contract labours ate providing much needed 
services in coping up wiTh the increased cargo operations.’' 
Il is submitted by lhe Union thaT, Aulhurity maintains 
records in respect of employ merit of the concerned workmen 
including payment vouchers, office notes. fax messages of 
Assistant Cargo Manager, etc. err. Such records cl ear tv 
reflect that the concerned 20 workmen are doing the nork 
of permanent regular ami perennial nature as the loaders 
in Cargo Ha ud I ing and i h ere i ■= n o d i fibre ntu al a 11 bcl wc en 
their work and the work of die permanent workman as far 
as the present s-ct of 2b workmen are concerned who are 
employed as Loaders and arc c.illed as departmental lenders. 
There is no contractor .snj lire concerned workmen are 
directly working as l.oaderi under Lhe ’departmental 
loa dens ’ and [ hey a re en i ii I e^ 3 1 o t he ben e f i is o f pen uai ie ne\ 
from the date they completed continuous employment of 
240 days and the action of the Authority in nol giving the 
status, bcnefils and privileges of permanent workmen lo 
Lhe concerned workmen i.e. Departmental loaders clearly 
amount Hum fair labour p reel ices under Item 9, ID nnd I j of 
Fifth Schedule, read with Seel ion 2(ia) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 

4. It is further suhmMicd by I he Union ihai tire, 
concerned workmen are emiUcdfo die re lief of permanency 
and other consequent i in reiid's and also Award Older 
removing discrimimLiiou between them and die oilier 
permanent workmen since the concerned workmen have 
been working under the m Linage mem, supervision and 
control of the management of the Authority, performing 
same, similar and identical duties like permanent loaders 
employed by the Au Eh nr ity. iusi ructions regarding mode, 
method and manner of dome the work tire given by lhe 
officials^ Managers of die Authority and there is no 
intermediate contractor' between [lie concerned workmen 
and the Authority, the workim: uploading and imhmduiy 
done by lhe concerned workmen is on integral part ol rhe 
regular and day to d;w oci tonics oh he 1st Fhirly Auiliority. 
Hence, [hey aruenlLtled to the above I i end Its Irum tliedav 
on which each one of them has cum pic led continuous 
service of more lhan 2 10 days in the employment of the 
Authority and They arc performing their duties on lhe 
premises of the Aurhonly. Ji N t hr-re fore submitted by ihe 
Union (hal based on ilic provisions of Artie to 59 of the 
Constitution of India, as uell based an the doui.rine of 
'equal pay for equal work' the workmen concerned are 
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entitled to receive any of the benefits, privileges, 
advantages Mother items and conditions of employment, 
at par with the permanent workmen working with the 
Authority* 1st Party, employer It is further submitted by 
the Union that, the mandatory provisions of Industrial 
Employment (Standing Orders) Act, 1946 defines the term 
‘employed under Section 2(d) as also it provides for 
permanency of workmen under Standing Order Nos.4(B) 
as also it provides for permanency of workmen under 
Standing Order Nos.4(B) and 4(C) of the Model Standing 
Orders, Authority is Legally bound to maintain the registers 
including seniority register, seniority list of workmen, 
working under them etc. but the Authority has not 
maintained such records in respect of the concerned 
workmen and has tailed to give the said benefits to the 
concerned woikmen/departmental loaders at par with the 
permanent workmen. This discrimination is unreasonable, 
improper and atbltraiy and violates Article L4 and 16 of the 
Constitution of India. There Ls total exploitation of these 
workmen and step-motherly treatment is given to these 
concerned workmen. It is also submitted by the Union that, 
there is no intelligible differentia between two sets of 
workmen viz* 20 departmental loaders and the other 
permanent loaders employed by the Authority, hence this 
discrimination requires to be removed from the dale it has 
been effected since they are entitled to get all the 
consequential benefits of wages, allowances^ ere. at par 
with the permanent Loaders employed by the Authority 
and Lhe concerned workmen are entitled to get the 
declaration that they are the permanent workmen of the 
Authority, It is also submitted by the Union that, though 
Provident Fund contributions are being deducted from 
their wages but no slips and/or statement etc is given to 
these 20 concerned workmen It is also submitted by the 
Union that, till December, 1992 one M/s, lack Enterprises 
was the so-called contractor but from 1-L-I993 the 
concerned workmen have been departmentalized. It is 
further submitted by the Union that, the quantum of work 
done by the concerned loaders at Cargo Complex and import 
warehouse has been constantly increasing over the years 
but the number of workmen has remained the same. 

5, In relation to other concerned workmen, 9 workmen 
have been employed for the work of operation and 
maintenance of Baggage Conveyor System at Terminal l A 
at Santacroz, whose details have been given at Annexure L 
These concerned workmen perform the duties of attending 
break down ofconveyorbelt; doing electrical maintenance 
of conveyor bell, doing mechanical maintenance of 
conveyor belt, attending panel board, cleaning and oiling 
the conveyor belf removing and fitting Gear Box, checking/ 
Tepairing/maintainmg weighing scales and doing over all 
maintenance work of conveyor belt including over oiling 
thereof at terminal 1A. The designations of these workmen 
are Mechanics, Electricians and Helpers/Khalasl and they 
are working there continuously for last so many years. The 
Junior Engineer and the Manager Engineering supervise 


and control the activities of the concerned workmen. All 
the tooh/equipments such as rings sets, spanners, grease 
guns. Wires, bulbs, welding machines, conductor, relay 
panels, etc. are provided by the Management of the 
Authority Authority has introduced as intermediate 
contractors viz. M/s. Gannon Danker ley & Co, b More 
Marketing Pvt r Ltd,, and now M/s. DeJite. The details of 
numbers of cowveyor Be Its Bleach terminal and the number 
of contract/permanent workmen employed there are viz. at 
Terminal LA there are 6 Belts where 9 contract workers arc 
employed to carry out the work (in 3 eight hours shifts}, at 
Terminal IB there are S Belts and 8 permanent workers are 
employed there to carry out this work {in 3 eight hours 
shifts X a* Terminal!! there are L6 Belts where 42 permanent 
workmen are employed to cany out this work (in 3 eight 
hours shifts), at and Phase JJ of Terminal It. These 
concerned workmen work in three shifts and even some 
times are required to perform these duties beyond iheir 
normal duly hours but they are not paid any over lime 
wages for the same r 

6. Union further submits that there exists direct 
employer/employee relationship between the I si Parly, 
Authority and the concerned workmen since the day- to¬ 
day instructions regarding mode and manner of work are 
given by the officials of the Authority, the premises on 
which the said work is carried out belong to the Authority, 
the tools, apparatus equipments are provided lo the 
concerned workmen by the Authority, permanent workmen 
employed by the Authority are performing the same, similar 
and identical duties alwigwftli the concerned workmen and 
there is no difference of whatsoever nature in their duties 
and the concerned workmen work in 3 shifts without any 
break, the work in respect of maintenance and operation of 
Baggage Conveyor System of Terminal lAat Santacruz is 
of permanent, regular, perennial nature and of vital 
importance, the so-called contractors are mere name-lenders 
and they are never present on the premises where these 
activities are carried out by the concerned workmen During 
February, 2000 to November, 2000 the 9 concerned workmen 
worked without there being any intermediate contractor 
Their muster-roll was certified and signed by Junior Engineer 
one Shri Bannerj.ee, with Manager (Engineering] Shri J.P. 
Singh for the said period and they were paid directly during 
the said period and the muster rolls were carrying the name 
of “TAD 11 i.e. (International Airports Divison) and that they 
are even issued passed for the Authority which are valid 
for one year. 

7. In respect of the ocher set of concerned workmen 
it is submitted by the Union ihak so far the concerned 
workmen employed by the Authority at Terminal I LB, there 
are 12 such workmen who are designated as wiremen, 
mechanics and Khala&i whose details have been given in 
Annexure 1 to the Statement of Claim. These 12 concerned 
wotimen employed at Terminal Il-B perform the same, simitar 
and identical duties like aforesaid 9 workmen, except that 



5126 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : SEPTEMBER 20, 2G0B/BHADRA 29, 1950 [Pamt II Sir 3(ij-)| 


these 12 concerned workmen are performing their duties at 
Terminal IIB whereas 9 concerned workmen one performing 
their duties at Terminal tA, It is submitted by the Union 
that, prior to November, 1994 these 12 workmen were 
employed through intermediate contractor by name De 
Engineerings However* from l-l 1-1994 they have been 
departmentalized in Authority. Their designations have 
been as Wireman EMD-1, Mechanic EMD- L Khalasi 
EMDd, Wireman EMD-EI, Mechanic EM1>II, Khalasi 
EMD- [I etc. and these workmen are continuously working 
departmeittatly for last more than 8 years or so under direcl 
supervision, control and management of officials of the 
Authority and are performing same, similar and identical 
thirties like other permanent workmen working with the 
Authority. Union further submitted that, at Terminal IA, in 
res pea of Conveyor Beh activities there are no permanent 
workmen and entire work is done by the said 9 concerned 
Uwrkmcn without getting (he benefits of permanency and 
at Terminal H-B EMD-U (Conveyor Section) there are 39 
permanent workmen. Union further submitted that, iiuct 
there is no difference of whatsoever nature between the 
duties carried out by the permanent workmen and the so- 
called contract labours, there is no justification or any 
rational reason for treating the 9 concerned workmen ns 
contract labours especially when for last so many years 
they are working directly as departmental workmen and 
the entire action of the Authority refusing to give the status, 
benefits and privileges of permanent workmen to the 
concerned workmen, is nothing but a subterfuge and a 
camouflage. Union further submitted that, the introduction 
of intermediate contractors resorted to by the Authority 
by way of some paper arrangement between the Authority 
and the so called contractors is/was nothing but sham and 
bogus arrangement and it is a camouflage eo deprive the 
concerned workmen and the workmen involved in Writ 
Petition No .279 of2000 of their entitlement for the benefits 
available to the permanent workmen of the Authority, It is 
also submitted by the Union that, the impugned aciiun of 
Authority not treating them as its employees is totally 
unjust, illegal, malafide and arbitrary and the so called 
contraas which were purportedly entered into by the 
Authority with the so-called mere name-lenders, are sham, 
bogus contracts, since the premises on which the 
concerned workmen work belong to the Authority, rates of 
wages of the concerned workmen are determined by the 
Authority, the method and manner in which the work is to 
be carried out by the concerned workmen are decided by 
the Authority. The overall day-to-day supervision, control 
and administrarion/managemenr is that of the officials of 
the Authority. The regular documentation i. €h log book, 
duty roaster, office notes, muster tolls, payment registers, 
entry passes etc. are prepared and maintained and signed 
by theofficials/mariagersoftbe Authority. The concerned 
workmen have been m the continuous employment of the 
Authority for several years, without any break and in each 
of the calendar year each one of them has completed 


continuous service of more than 240 days. The concerned 
workmen are performing the same, similar and identical 
duties like permanent workmen, and the work of the 
concerned workmen as well as permanent workmen is 
supervised and controlled by the very same utTi rials of the 
Authority, that the arrangement arrived at by the Authority 
before departmentalization of the concerned workmen was 
mere paper arrangement with rnalafiod intern ions in deprive 
the concerned workmen of their righlful wages* claims, 
benefits of permanency which the concerned workmen are 
entitled to receive based on various labour legislations 
e.g, Provident Fund and Mi sc. Provisions Act,] 95 2, H.£,|, 
Act, Payment of Boa us Act and Industrial Employment 
(Standing Orders) Act h 194 fi and the said paper mTangeinnit 
is against the provisions of Section 23 and 27 of the Indian 
Contract Act. which is nothing but sham and bo^us 
arrangement. By doing that, the concerned workmen have 
been victimized and cheated, the concerned workmen were 
entitled at least lt> the wages and allowances which arc 
paid by the Authority to its permanent workmen at the 
lowest level* in view ofRegu t jl ion 2 5 of die Contract I Jibour 
(Abolition & Regulation) Act. The concerned workmen 
are not even paid bare mini mum wages, concerned workmen 
are denied the benefits of various ’SeUlcments/Agrcemcnts 
which are signed by the Authority and w hich are applicable 
io the permanent workmen on ly; the substantial part of (he 
responsibility of the Airport Managerial Personnel is (he 
supervision and control of the work being performed by 
the so-called contract workers and the Operation 
Department has issued Job Description (Dulles and 
Responsibilities of the Airport Managers) which include 
to keep a record of the shiA personnel on duly. their 
attendance and leave record, inspect the term inn I building 
for cleanliness and check all passenger amenities like 
lounge furnitures, toilets, drinking water facilities, 
P. A. System, CCTV, Flight fniamiaiiDn Boards (Display 
slip fiat type), lift escalator, conveyor belts etc. lo ensure 
that they are available and funciioning in a complaint Tree 
manner, ensure maintenance of the area in the immediate 
vicinity of the terminal building to ensure that they are 
kept c lean and there is no li kcli hood of congest ion any wl icre 
at any time T ensure that (here is no water logging on the 
city sight and airside of technical bui Id mg* reserved lounges 
are maintained well and allotted to entitled persons only, to 
supervise and control the working of all staff of IAAE on 
the shift duty (including Civil and Electrical Departments) 
in coordination with AETE, to attend the complaints and 
suggestions by public and maintain a complaint bonk. 
Whenever there have been so-Lulled contracts between 
the name-lender contractors and Authority such contracts 
have always been stereo-type contracts which are mere 
paper arrangements and, in fact and in practice, full and 
complete control is vested in the Authority, lhaE when the 
Authority realized that ihe present set of workmen are, in 
fact, their workmen and have been departmentalized it, 
therefore, in the year 2000 and 2tt()l the Authority called 
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for details regarding employment of all the concerned 41 
workmen and these workmen were asked to furnish details 
regarding their dates of birth* qualification, date of 
departmentalization etc. and their last photograph and the 
same were furnished by the concerned workmen. However 
inspite thereof these workmen have not been made 
permanent, the material, tools and apparatus requited by 
the concerned workmen for carrying out their day to day 
work are provided by the Authority, the duties performed 
by the concerned workmen are in respect of permanent, 
regular and perennial activities of the Authority and it is an 
integral part of their regular activities; 1st Party being 
Authority under Article 12 of the Constitution of India, 
discriminatory treatment meted out to the concerned 
workmen by them under the guise of employing these 
workmen earlier through the so-called contracts and flow 
departmentally (without giving them any benefits of 
permanent workmen) is uncalled for, unwarranted and 
unjustified; in view of the Directive PrinriplesofStarte Policy 
under the Constitution of India, the responsibility is cast 
on the Authority not to indulge in discrimination and to 
give lair service conditions and fair wages to alt the workmen 
employed under iL Without any discrimination; there is 
absolutely no reason whatsoever for the Authority to make 
any discrimination between the two sets of workmen i.e.4l 
concerned workmen and the permanent workmen and to 
continue the same indefinitely; such discrimination amount 
to unfair labour practices under Item 10 of Fifth Schedule 
read with Section 2 (re) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947; the concerned workmen have worked for Iasi several 
years without any break and without any interruption 
hence they are entitled to the benefits of permanency wish 
consequential benefits and deprival of the same by the 
Authority is unconstitutional; upon lifting of the veil it can 
be seen that there is direct empk>yer/employ ee relationship 
between the Authority arid the concerned workmen and 
wherever there were intermediate so-called contractor* they 
were mere name lenders or agents and such contractors 
were never the employers of the concerned workmen; the 
engagement of the workmen on large scale under the label 
of contract labours is victimization of the concerned 
workmen and it is nothing but their exploitation which is 
resorted to with malafide intentions by (he Authority with 
a view to deprive these workmen of fair conditions of 
employment and with the ulterior motive of denying them 
the status, benefits and privileges of permanent workmen; 
permanent workmen employed by the Authority are getting 
dearness allowance, other allowances, basic pay, revision 
in wages etc, periodically and in contrast the concerned 
workmen are getting meager wages the said disparity is 
unexplainable, unreasonable* unwarranted and uncalled for 
and the same requires lo be removed from tht daie/day it 
has been practiced; the so-called contractors who were 
introduced by the Authority were not registered contractors 
and did not have valid and proper licences forrecru foments 
and engagements of contract labours and the same were 


deliberately withdrawn by the Authority itself and the 
concerned workmen haw been departmentalized and all 
the concerned workmen are having necessary skills* 
experience, qualification, etc. to perform their respective 
duties and have been performing their duties sincerely* 
honestly and to the best satisfaction of (he Authority. 

A. tt is further submitted by the Union that* all the 
concerned workmen Le. 20 loaders working at Cargo 
Complex and Import Warehouse, 9 workmen at Terminal 
l-Aond 12 workmen at Terminal ll-B have been deprived of 
all the benefits under the mandatory provisions all these 
years and the disparity practiced by the Authority against 
these concerned workmen has caused irreparable damage 
and harm to (he interests of the poor workmen and they 
have been exploited by the Authority for all these years. It 
is submitted that the disparity and discrimination between 
these 41 workmen on the ok hand and the pcimancm 
’employees/workmen employed by the Autboirty on the 
other hand requires to be removed (torn the date it has 
been slanted and all the concerned workmen are entitled to 
the benefits of permanency and other consequential 
benefits with 18% compound, from the date/day each one 
of them has completed 240 day* continuous employment 
with the Authority. It is also submitted by the Union that 
in view of the order* dated 16th December* 2002 passed by 
the Division Bench of the Hon'bk High Court in Writ 
Petition No. 279 of2000protection granted to the concerned 
workmen be continued since the same will not prejudice 
the Authority in any manner whatsoever. 

9r Union, therefore, prayed to hold and declare that 
the contract between the Authority and the respective 
contractors are sham* bogus and camouflage to deprive 
the concerned workmen to the benefits available to the 
permanent workmen employed by the Authority; to hold 
and declare that, the concerned workmen are direct 
employees of the Authority, to direct the Authority to give 
status, benefits and privileges of permanent workmen, to 
all the concerned workmen from the drieAfay each one of 
them has completed continuous service of240 days* at par 
with the permanent workmen and to pay them the arrears 
arising therefrom wilh 13% compound interest; direct the 
Authority to pay wages and consequential benefits to all 
the concerned workmen at the same ra(es as applicable to 
(heir permanent workmen and also to pay the consequential 
arrears to these workman with 18% compound interest 
thereon; to direct the 1 s< Party Ip give equal pay for equal 
work to the concerned workmen and also prayed for interim 
and ad-interim reliefs m terms of their above prayers during 
the pendency of the present reference.. 

10. This is disputed by the 1 at Party by filing Written 
Statement at Exhibit M 1/8 making out the case that, 
Reference in the present form is manifestly erroneous and 
without jurisdiction and as such li&bl*J& be quashed since 
(he Government of India, Ministry of Labour has made a 
Reference to this Tribunal for adjudication reciting in the 
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order of reference thah (he Central Government was offoc 
opinion that an industrial dispute existed between the 
employers, 1st Party, in relation to ihe Management of 
Airport Authority of India and their workmen, Ihe 2nd Party, 
in respect of the matters specified in the schedule annexed 
therewith, ft h further recited therein that, the I Ion'ble I figh 
Court of Judicature at Mumbai on Writ Petition No,279 of 
2000 directed the Government for Reference of the 
abovesaid industrial dispute for adjudication. Lt is therefore, 
submitted by the 1st Party that the order of reference was 
made only al the directions of the llonblc High Court of 
Bombay and not in exercise of the powers conferred on the 
appropriate Government (o refer the induslrial dispute 
originated from the provisions of Section 10(1) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, The said power has to be 
exercised by the appropriate Government, only when it is 
satisfied on the basis of the material on record' forming an 
opinion, that, the industrial dispute exiled or apprehended 
before the order of reference is made for adjudication. The 
appropriate Government has to form an opinion as to the 
factual existence of industrial dispute. As a preliminary 
step to discharge of its functions in thb regard. It is also 
contended that, the satisfaction of the existence of the 
industrial dispute is a condition precedeni; before making 
the order of reference, the reference that has been made by 
the Central Government at the direction of the Bombay 
High Court issued in (he Writ Petition No.279 of 2U0G; 
without forming an independent opinion by it in respect of 
the existence oMhc industrial dispute, as required under 
Section 10(1) of die Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. ft Uulso 
contended by the 1st Party that, the so called indu^tr in I 
dispute was raised by ihe 2nd Party for the first time before 
the Hon'blc High Court under Article 22b of the 
Constitution of India and there was no any demand rnLied 
against Ihe Management at any point of time before any 
authority There was no any Conti lint ion proceedings 
initialed as required under Section 12 of (he bidmarml 
Disputes Act, 1947. !t is contended (hat. die Central 
Government had no any material be Eure h lit satisfy I hut 
the industrial dispute ex isted between the parlies to exercise 
its power under Section 10(1) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947. The discretion of Government to make the order 
of reference is dependent on ils satisfaction. The opinion 
formed by (he Go vermin en I of India on the basis of the 
directions issued by the Nigh Court was uol conducive: 
as the same was not the opinion oft]cntraI Govemmem. l=is 
conlemplatcd under Section 10(1) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 and that, there was no material before the Centra] 
Government for coming to tho conclusion that, the industrial 
dispute existed, which is a condition precedent in forming 
of the opinion and it has acted in clear c on travel li foil of 
the provisions of Section 10(1) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, E 947, hereinafter referred to as 'the said Act\ without 
application of its mind and to form the necessary opinion 
in respect of the existence of the imhislriul dispine- as 
required under Section I G( 1) of the Act and hence the said 


order of reference h manifestly erroneous and without 
jurisdiction and as such liable to be quashed. Il is also 
contended by the Authoriiy shat, the order of reference 
dated 7-3-2003 was made at foe directions of the Bombay- 
High Court in Writ Petition No.279 of 2000 bv the 
Government of India. Ministry of Labour, New Delhi at the 
behest of the Union, w hich does not operate ai ihe simp 
floor, as its workmen are not lheir members. The said Union 
has no any operation, hence, has no locus standi so far as 
the order of reference Is concerned. It is also contended by 
the 1st Party feat, tlm reference is bad for non-joinder of 
Ihe nccessaiy parties und that the same be rejected on the 
said ground alone since the Union has time and again 
referred to the contractors engaged by the Authority. 1st 
Parly from time to time altriiu n i ng d i iferenl k i ml of ad i ect i ves 
to them but they have not been itnpleaded as panics in the 
reference i hough some ol the Coni rat tors were impleaded 
in Ihe Writ Petition Nos, 149-1 of UK,264 I of 1992,12S6 uf 
L99S and 279 of 2000, hence they were proper and nBcessaty 
parties in Ihis order of reference also. Lt is submitted by foe 
Authority that due to non-fomder of Ihe said parlies, ii 
may cause prejudice to the Aulburiiy as w-cil as to lhem. h 
is also contended by the Authority. I si Parly (hat. the 
Union cannot represeni the concerned Workmen as they 
are not the workmen of ihe 1st Parly, Authority, and lha( 
the said workers neither eon enroll themselves as the 
members of the Union nor Union can admit them ns its 
members and ihe 2nd Ihsm. Union is run nie&nl for them 
and foe I At Party is not uv/are who! her the in id workers in 
fact have been the members of the 2nd Parly, Union, since 
J 989 till today. 1st Parly. Authority funhersubiTiii that. the 
dispute musl be between ihe employer on one side ^ind his 
workmen on the other side. But the persons referred to in 
the order of reference cannot be the panics to the dispute, 
as they are not l he ' work n i c n' w ii h in l he mean i ng o f £eci i< n l 
2( s) of the Industrial [ )isputc?* All 1947. hence the order 
of reference h bad in law. os what is referred by ilie 
Government to this Coun lor adjudication fe imt an 
L industrial dispute' within die meaning of Section 2{k) of 
foe Act and the ordLT of reference is liable to be refected on 
this ground alone. H is also submitted by the Authoriiy 
foal, 1 here is no privily ofcontjau of employ mem beiween 
it and the concerned workmen since they are not L workmen' 
us defined under See (ion of the Industrial Disputes 
Act. 1947. It is contendciI by the 1st Party that, essential 
condition of a person being workman wiihin the terms of 
Lhc definition is ihul, he should be employed to do the 
work in that industry and that I here should be an 
employment of his by the employer and that there should 
be lhc relationship between die employer and him as 
between employer and employee 1. hi lest, the person is so 
euip Toyed there cannot be question ol'his being a ’workman' 
within the definition of i lie term us contained in lhc Act. 
When the contract system is in vogue, the persons 
employed by the contraeiius ure not (he workmen of the 
1st Party, ]i i> further co mended lhut, ihe indusirial dispute 
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within the meaning of Section 2(k) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 must be between the employer* and the workmen 
a* defined under Section 2(a) of the said Act. Since the 
concerned workmen are not their workmen, as defined Otider 
Section 2(s) of the said Act they have no locus-standi to 
raise the industrial dispute under Section 2(k) of the said 
Act, through the Union. The’workmen of the 1st Party may 
raise the dispute through their Union for their employment 
or non-employment or the terms of employment or with the 
conditions of labour, provided the workmen must have 
direct and substantial interest in their employment, non*. 
employment, the terms of employment or with the 
conditions oflabour. The definition of Section 2(k) of the 
said Act has to be read in the context of the subject-matter 
and the scheme of the said Act. The said Act is primarily 
meant for regulating the relations of the employers and 
their workmen as defined under Section 2(s) of the said 
Act, The said Act avowedly gives a restricted meaning to 
the word ^workman’ arid even excludes employees 
provided in Section 2(s)(iu) and (iy) of the Act The said 
Act draws the distinction between the workmen a* $ueh 
and the managerial, supervisory and administrative staff 
Thus, the Act is primarily meant for regulating the relations 
of the employers and their workmen and almost all the, 
provisions of the Act are intended to confer benefits on 
the class of persons, who generally answer to the definition 
of the word 'workman' as defined under Section 2(s) of the 
said Act. Tl is further contended lhat, having regard to the 
scheme and the objects ofthe Act and its other provisions* 
the definition of Section 2(k) ofthe Act has to be read. The 
definition clause falls into three parts (i) there must be a 
dispute or difference (ii) the dispute or difference must be 
between the employer and their workmen as defined under 
Section 2( s) ofthe said Act, as the 1 st Party ig not concerned 
with rest of the parties he, employers and employees or 
workmen and workmen* (iii) the dispute or difference must 
be connected with the employment or non employment or 
the terms of employment or with the conditions oflabour 
of any person. It is contended that the first two parts 
obviously do not apply to the facts of the case as there 
cannot be a real or substantial dispute between the 1st 
Party and the persons covered in Writ Petition No.279 of 
2000, concerned workmen. The third part of the said 
definition may relate to any of two matters i.e. (j) employment 
or non-employment and (ii) terms of employment or 
conditions of labour of any person. So far as the ihird part 
ofthe definition is concerned, the workmen ofthe Authority 
through their Union may espouse their causey provided 
they must have direct and substantial interest in them. In 
the absence of such interest among the employees of the 
1st party, the dispute cannot be said to be real dispute 
between the parties. Whereas the workmen ofthe company 
raise a dispute as against their employer, the person 
regarding whose employment non-employment, terms of 
employment or conditions of labour, the dispute is raised, 
need not be a workman wjrbin ihe meaning of Section 2{s> 


of the Act, but must be one in whose employment* non- 
employment, terms of employment or conditions of labour* 
the workman a* a class must have direct and substantial 
interest, which did not exit when the alleged industrial 
dispute was espoused by the Union. 1st Party further 
submitted that, when the validity of the reference made 
under Section 2Ik) ofthe said Act is challenged it has to be 
established by the 2nd Party P Union that^ the industrial 
dispute espoused by it had the support of a substantial 
section of the workmen employed in the establishment, It 
mujt, therefore^ show that, the substantial number of such 
workmen employed in the establishment participated in or 
acted together and arrived at an understanding either by a 
resolution Of by any other means and collectively 
supported the said industrial dispute. It submitted that, no 
such exercise wb* made before espousing the cause ofthe 
concerned workmen, hetKte the said Reference ts bad in 
law, 1st Party,-therefore, prayed that the reference be 
rejected. 

(I I) It is further contended by the Authority lhat, 
the 2nd Party, Union filed Writ Petition No.279of2000 
covering the Dontremed workmen praying for orders 
(a) direct the fttifcpondent Mo-l(i e. Authority}!*) forthwith 
discontinue the contract swarded to the Respondent No.5 
(j,e, the contractor) and to absorb the contract labourers 
listed at the exhibit a* direct arid permanent employees, 
(ii) to direct the Respondent No I to pay and extend to the 
said contract labourers with retrospective effect full wages 
and benefits extended to its permanent and direct 
employees; doing identical work (iii) to restrain the 
Respondent Nod J, 4 and 5 (i.e. the Authority, the Regional 
Labour Commissioner (C) and the contractor respectively) 
from terminating services of the said contract Ja/wurers 
(iv) to grant ad-interim and interim reliefs in ter™ of prayers 
(i) to (iii) and the order dated 2-2*2001 was passed by the 
Hon ‘ble High tlaurt i n terms of prayer (ii i) only. It b farther 
contended by the Authority that, there was no any prayer 
in any ofthe said Writ Petitions fifed by the Union, 2nd 
Party, in the Hon’blc High Court to declare that the contract 
was sham and bogus and was a camouflage to deprive The 
contract labourers concerned; in the said petition, of 
benefits available to its permanent workmen, The allegations 
made in this regard by the Union in the statement of claim 
are nothing but an after thought and are made to fine tunc 
with the terms of reference made by ihe Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour, pursuant to the directions issued 
by the llon bfe High Court of Bombay in its order dated 
16-12-2002 in Writ Petition No L 279 of 2000. Il is also 
submitted that the Hon ‘ble High Court while passing the 
order at clause (i) of paragraph 4(1) ofthe said order was 
influenced by the order passed by the High Court in Writ 
Petition No,9l7 of 1995 and others and the observations 
made by the Supreme Court ir Steel Authority of India Uti 
and ors. ye National Union Water Front Workers and others 
2001 AIR SC W pJ574 - 2001 111 CLR p J49 without having 
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any reference in the pleadings of the Union in This regard 
inWril Petition. It is farther submitted by the Authority 
(hat, the order dated T1-4-1997 was passed by the Hon’ble 
Supreme Court of India in Special Leave Petition {c) 
Nus,4088-4093 of 1997 arising from the Judgment of Bombay 
High Cnuit passed on 27-3-1996 in Writ Petition No$. 1494 
of ] 989, 2641 of 1992 and ] 256 of 1996 directing (he Central 
Advisory Contract Labour Hoard (hereinafter referred to 
as the ’Board') to examine the matters and then give 
necessary advice to the Government of India for taking 
appropriate action under Section I Oof the Contract labour 
(Regulaiion and Abolition) Act, 1970 ( here in after referred 
to as the +l Cnntrac( labour Act hl ). It is further submitled 
that accordingly the Union applied to the Government of 
India and dur Board for investigation of the said mailer m 
accordance with the law. After hearing the parties 
Government of India, Ministry- of Labour, New Delhi, issued 
a Notification dated 16-13 -1999 prohibiting the employment 
of eon tract labour, inLeralia, in Cargo handling and conveyor 
system. Thu Union therefore filed a Writ Petition which 
was numbered as Writ Petition No. 279 of 2000 praying for 
various reliefs including absorption of the contract 
labourers as. The Hon'ble High Court, however, by iis 
order dated F 6 -12 -2002 directed the respondents to abide 
by the interim reliefs granted by it, if any and further directed 
the Government of India to make a relerence of the demands 
spec i fled therein to the 3 nd u si ri a I Tri buna I for adj ud icati on 
and accordingly the order of present reference was made. 
1st Party further submitted rhat + the industrial dispute can 
be raised by the Union, only oti issuance of prohibition 
notification under Section 10(1) of the Central Labour Act; 
prohibiting employment of contract labour or otherwise; 
as held by the Apex Court in the case of Steel Authority of 
India. There was, however, decision of the Government of 
India to prohibit employment of the contract labour m the 
l v<rid works I :>t Parry submits that, Authority was aggrieved 
by a part h henceihe Authority tiled a Writ Petition being 
Ci>;l Writ Petition No. 65 40 of' i 999, the Hon *b1e High Court, 
by it* ardc* dated 22-1 L2001 quashed the impugned 
■ ificiiiroa dated 16*11-1999 issued by Central 
GovenunenL It is further contended by the 1st party ihar n 
Air Pott Employees Federation of India (AFF l) t Kerala, filed 
s Letters Patent Appeal in the I treble High Court of Delhi 
ligiuns! div said judgmem and order dated 22-31-2001 
again*! the order of the Single Judge which was 
numbered as LHA No.530of2002 in CPW NodSWOol 1999 
s«d by order dated 24-7-2002 the Division Bench dismissed 
Ihr *ppeaf observing that there were no merits in it, 1st 
Pan tv submitted that* Mr. Sivamman and another filed a 
Special Leave Petition (No. CC 956 of 200J) in the Apex 
Court against the said judgement and order dated 
24*7,2002 which was dismissed by Apex Court vide its 
order dated 31 -J-3003. Jt u, therefore, contended by the I st 
Party that it is not for the Horrible Court to enquire into the 
question and decide whether the employment of contract 
labourers in any process, operation or other work in any 


establishment should be ^bolbhcd ur mu. It is the uimer 
foMhe decision by the (io\ eminent, idler considerin'.: llic 
matter under Sect ion 10 < i!' (h l C l m ilm cl [. llU o i jc A el .w\w c ti 
was done by I he Govern men! ol [ ti d i m h> Livened 
hereinabove. It is. therefore, Jiirrher amended In ihc I si 
party that, this Tribunal h-.y, ji” Lmlhoniy m - jm LdkUon 'u 
adjudicate the issue uheiher iW eonljiki benuvn ;i mid 
the contractor's wa* .dimn muJ hvmre a?ui ^ 1 , a 
Camouflage to deprive the uorker* u'litcmaE imhc pmi ion, 
of benefits available to M-. jK’i miment Turkmen sir^e lli i> 
Tribunal has no jurisdiction i-r aullMijp. m :i Jin^i^.uc ilk- 
said issue and the oilier l-^Lies which ore iiiekkriUl hNo 
cannot be adjudicated, lume ii prayed ili:ii i!v uidei of 
Reference dated 20- 3-20 1 U b - ;e \ L -e k- d or- 1 k U 0 rt ?l ; r d. 

(12) (t Is contended b\ ihe I 4 P.Li'Ly. Auiknriiv. iri,it. 
the preliminary issues rui-.^l by ii m 0 Lo ^ mol lM : |- c 
matter and relale to [he ju 1 i>Jktiori of the Q>\ eminent of 
India, Ministry of Labour. Ne^‘ Delhi to mu he thu nnlei of 
reference doted 7-3-2003 Uunis ['rtbunul and iis junsdieiion 
to adjudicate the Reference on me!-its. 

(13) 1st Parly hviihmiL prejudice lo ik oi ore.-arid 

contentions and preliminary objections in reply lo the 
Statement ofClaiins submitted iIilli. h\ \ iitue olTlie urder 
of reference dared 7-3-2(103. ilk iillegcJ i 1 id 1 rental J rep me 
has been referred for ;idjitriic,itioii of' ;lns TriE>aii:il 
concerning contraci labourers m Wrii Petition No ?'-'0 of 
2000 who worked under dillevenr Coniructure from ti me to 
time. Hence, the allegations that the iikhisirial ^repute 
concerning 41 workmen employed Ire die Authority h:u1 
beer referred Ibradjudteai ion to this Trihujiul lw [he ( ei lira? 
Government are not correct. U i>. fun her com ended h\ ihe 
1st Party that (he Union eminot represem ihc s:.iiLl poisons 
as they are not the w orkmen of tlm 1>1 Parly <md thol. 
neither the said persons con enroll themselves th i-iie 
members of the Union nor the Unkm ciot udmk 1 hem os its 
members and the Union 1 * not nuMiit lor iliem ,md ihc 
Authority is nol awase os t^.i he liter tlk 1 y L utl pei'^ons m 
Labour, did not act indopeitdem!> m ibrming mi upimoji, 
as required under Section 1 Cl oftlie rndustruJ Uispmes 
Act 1947 that die indusr..m Lw h:!,ye 

refcfred to this Tribunal fo-- ■L-.dj-.'-ksUie.n MhiC-: :l m.-de ike 
reference a| the direct ion v.r t -jn ;-y me J Fnij bkU 1 i^i-1 'mm 
in its order dared I6-J3^'#v in Wrii Fetui^i No .:7 l J of 
2000, The wordings ttf :h e . L :e; it J; i =c to i i ie o; der of' 5 e: vre;i e e 
dated 7*3-2003 as wcl; "ri. f.iv.se m like .Lued 

16-12-2002 passed by trie Pim"d-. ihyh Gi>li:i 10 Writ 
petition No. 279 of 20fif» u e tiio ^:ilne 1 l>e d j se■ ^.i-ei ol 
Government to make Ihe Lisier of refercm.e h rijnviKJeo' 
on its sarisfactkwi than he iniR+ii-ui! di-rpon 1 e\ssix 
Of apprehended. The opin’- 1 U r-jn^ed b' the Gover nnieoi 
of India qn the basis of the directions passed by ihe I litili 
Court was not conclusive The a! lusted indu^li iol di.-npnie 
was raised by the Union for Ihe Dim lime heron: the 
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Hofl 3 ble High Court of Bombay under Article 226 of the 
Constitution of India in the year 19B9. 1 st party submitted 
that h the Centra) Government had acted in clear 
contravention of the provision of Section 10(J) of the Act 
and had taken the decision* only on the basis of directions 
of the Hon'blc Bombay High Court without having any 
material before it to apply its mind and form the necessary 
opinion in respect of the existence o f the industrial d ispute 
hence the said order of reference dated 7-3-2003 is 
manifestly erroneous and without jurisdiction and as such 
liable to be, rejected on this ground alone. 1st Party further 
contended that, there is no definition of ‘Traffic services" 
as averred by the 2nd Party but it is ‘air traffic Service 7 
under Chapter-L of the Airports Authority of India Act d 
)994. Chapter IN deals with the functions of the 1st Party 
and noi definition of the 1 st Party a* averred by the 2nd 
Party. There are two division of the 1st Party viz. (i) 
International Airports Division and (ii) National Airports 
Division, The International Airports Division manages 
5 international airports, whereas National Airports Division 
manages 119 Airports across the country. The man-power 
required by it is consisting of permanent, temporary and 
contractual. Though the order of reference dated 7-3-2003 
did not specify the number of persons covered in the order 
of reference, it has given a reference to the persons 
concerned in the said Writ Petition. The Union has annexed 
and marked as Annexure-1, showing therein the list of 
persons deployed at Cargo Complex and Import 
Warehouse. 1st Party submitted that since the concerned 
workmen were appointed by the Contractors details it is 
not aware about their date of joining, date of birth and 
joining of service. They are not departmental since 
I -1-1999. It is submitted by the Authority that 18 contract 
loaders are deployed at Import Warehouse and air cargo 
complex; 9 contract labourers are deployed for carriage 
conveyor system at Terminal 1-A and 12 contract labourers 
are deployed at different sections of Terminal 2. It is dented 
by the Authority that the workmen concerned in the present 
reference Le. 20+9+ 12 were working respectively in the 
cargo complex & import Ware-House, Conveyer Belt and 
Electrical Maintenance and chat out of those workmen, 20 
workmen (i.e. loaders) doing the work of loading and 
unloading of cargo were called as casual loaders and that 
the remaining workmen of which the first nine are employed 
as conveyor belt operation and maintenance workers at 
Terminal f-A and nest 12 were employed at Terminal 2B and 
they were doing the work in connection with electrical 
maintenance Division 3 & JI. Mr. Laxman Ganu Mohite is 
dead hence his name should not have been shown. It is 
submitted that* by virtue of order dated 16-12-200(2 passed 
by the Hon'ble High Court in Writ Petition No.279 of 2000 
the concerned people are getting protection from being 
terminated from service and hence they are being continued 
in services on or from 1-1-1993. The work which the said 
person* arc canying our is not connected with the main 
function of the Authority. The allegations, therefore, made 


(hat, the work which all the concerned workmen were 
cany ingout was the work which all the concerned workmen 
were carrying out was the work pertaining to the internal 
part of (he regular activities of the 1st Party, Authority, 
and that, the duties carried out by ihc concerned workmen 
were of such nature that the same hod never been severable 
from the main activities carried our hy the Authority at 
various Airports in India including Mumbai. Authority 
further submitted that, there is uo continuous and constant 
flow of passengers and cargo. The duties carried out by 
them ant not essential but incidental to cargo handling 
activities. It is therefore dented that the service* rendered 
by the concerned workmen, irrespective of their categories, 
were of most important nature because of the coni In nous 
and constant flow of passengers and cargo and apart from 
that, there is no nexus between them. The Authority submits 
that, the concerned persons carry out their routine work 
and do no come in contact with the internalionai passengers 
and thus huve no any interaction with them and hence ihe 
allegations made that as far as international passengers 
were concerned the nature of duties entrusted to ail (he 
workmen, including the concerned workmen was or a vital 
importance are not true. It Is submitted by the Authority 
that, all the deportments are not equally important, some air 
more Important than the others; considering the nature of 
activities earned on by them. The man power required by ii 
consists of permanent, temporary and contractual only. The 
activities of the Authority were/arc enumerated in The 
International Aitports Authority Act, 1971 and the Airports 
Authority ofhtdia Act, 3994 and the same are integrated. 

(14) In reply to paragraph 6 of the statement ofClaim, 
Authority contended that the litigation has on between it 
and the Union since 1989. It is submitted by the Authority 
that* the averments made in Sr.Nos.! and 2 of it. arc 
substantially true. As regards Sr,NoJ it is submitted by 
Ihe Authority thal T it is not aware whether the Union of 
India did not take any action on the directions of the 
Hobble Bombay High Court for referring the matter to the 
Central Advisory Contract Labour. As regards Sr.No.4, 
the Authority submits thul, it is a matter of record and 
hence no averments are require. As regards Sr .No .5 ii 
submitted that the.averments made therein arc substantially 
true. As regards Sr.No.6, Ihe Authority submits that it ia 
not aware of the fact* averred therein. As regards Sr No 7 
it submitted the averments made therein are suhstaniially 
true As regards SrNo.fl and 9 it submitted that it is a mutter 
of record, hence ito averments, as regards Sr.Nn in the 
Authority submits that, it Is not aware of the lads averred 
therein. Asregards St.No. 11 it submitted that, the averments 
made therein are substantially true extepi in respect ofthc 
date of notification which is dated 2-3-1993 and not 
14-1*1993. As regards Sr.Na.13 it submitted that, it is a 
matter of record, hence no averment* are required. As 
regards Sr, No, 13 it submitted that, the Notice of Motion 



5332 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA ; SEPTEMBER 20. 2008/BHADRA 29, 1930 [Paht II— Si r. 3(ii>| 


was filed but the same was not dismissed on 17-7-1994. As 
regards Sr. No. 14, ihc Authority submits that, the said 
Notice of Motion was d ismi ssed by the H m i'b le ll igh Cnurt 
of Bombay and against the said order the Special l eave 
Petition was preferred which was dismissed by Supreme 
Court on a ground that, it was the inter-locutory order and 
directed the High Court to decide the petition within two 
months As regards Sr.No. 15 it submitted that, the conveyor 
system at Terminal-2 is being maintained by it? permanent 
workmen and rest of the averments are a matter of record, 
hence no averments are required. As regards Sr.No 1 h ii 
submitted the averments made there in a re v a gue an d h cnee 
no comments. As regards Sr r No.17 it submitted that, ihc 
notification dated 2-3-1993 and not dated (4-1-1993 wan 
issued by the Central Government which was quashed by 
the HdiTbLt High Court and it is a matter of record, hence 
no averments arc required. As regards Sr .No,. 18 it submits 
that, the averments made therein are vague and hence nn 
averment is made. As regards 5r.No. 19 it submils that, it is 
not aware of lhe averments made therein and hence no 
comment* are made. As regards Sr .No. 20, the Authority 
submits that, it is a matter of record, hence no comments 
are required. As regards Sr.No.2 i and 22 it submits that the 
averments made therein are substantially true. As regards 
Sr,No,23 h submits thal* there was no circular dated 
6-2' 1998 issued by it* the circular was issued io filling some 
posts from, the departmental candidates and [fiere was no 
question of re-musteration of the permanent workmen m 
the posts of conlract labourers and there was anoiher 
circular daled 5-2-1998 for re-muster'ation ol the 
departmental candidates in some posts but the same was 
uni in nespeci oft he contract labourers. As regards Sr.tv24 
it submits that the averments made I here in are substantial iy 
true. As regards Sr,No,2 5 il submitted that, ii is a in inter of 
record and henet no averments are required. As regards 
5r,No,26 it submitted that, it is not aware of the avtnnunls 
made therein. As regard? Sr. No. 27 it submits time it is a 
matter of record, hence no averments are made. As regards 
Sr, Nos, 28 and 29 i I contended that, his not aware of the 
averments made therein and as regards Sr.No.30 it 
submitted that, the averments made therein are substantially 
true and it submitted that the Union has nut averred ihc 
subsequent developments that took place from time to time. 

15. Authority .submitted that, Ministry of Labour. 
Government of India h New Delhi issued the not i flea t ion 
dated 16-1 1-1999 under Section 10 of the Contract 
Labour Act abolishing the contract labour system inter- 
alia in the jobs of cargo handling mid conveyor sysiems 
and the Authority being aggrieved by [ii: said 
notification filed a Writ Petition before Ilnn'bL- Delhi 
High Court at Delhi being Civil Writ Petition No. 6540 ol 
1999. After hearing all the panics llon’blc Nigh Conn of 
Delhi by it? order dated 22-1 1-2001 quashed the 
impugned Notification dated [6-1 1-1999 issued by 
the Central Government i:i view of she Milieu nan 


dee is ion of the Supreme Court m Steel Authority of India 
(Supra). U submits th;u. Airport Employees Fed ration of 
India (AELI) Kerala filed a Lciiers Patent Appeal in die 
High Court of Delhi agmnsl the said judgment and order 
dated 22-11-2001 which wns numbered as! ..P. A. No,530 of 
2002 inCWP No. 6540 of 1999 and the Division I tench ol' 
the E-Lon’ ble High Court of Delhi passed the order dated 
24-7-2092 observing that, ihey were of the opinion that, 
the judgment and order passed by the Ld, Single Judge 
ecu Id n ot be fait Ited w ii h a nd d i sm i ssed th e appeal as the re 
was no merits. Then one Mr. S. Sivarairmn and another 
filed a Special Leave Petilion (No.CC9>6 of2093) :igainst 
the said judgment and 1 lie order dated 24-7-2002 in LPA 
No.530 of 2002 which was dismissed by the iloifhlc 
Supreme Court ol India by its order dated 3 3-1 ’2003. 
Authority submitted that m the meantime Union filed a 
Writ Petition No.279nl'200i) a gainst it and the contractor 
which was finally decided on 16-32-2002. leading to the 
impugned order of reference dated 7“3-2003 made by ihc 
Government oT India. It Huh mined (hat. the judgement 
passed by the Hon "bit Supreme Court of India in Steel 
Authority of India Ltd. v* National Union Water Front 
Workers and nr*, reported in 7-001 AIR SCW3574 ^ 2001 III 
CLR page 349 and more spec iilculk paragraph 122 nl'the 
said judgment, does nor give any directions including 
directions to the Appro prime Government i.e. the Central 
Government for making reference in ibis cane and thuL the 
present reference has been made nt the instance of the 
llon'bfe High Court of Uombny in the order dated 
16-12-2902 passed in WiV iAmion Nu.279ot'2(HH) which in 
feel need not be made. Ii is submitted by ihe Authority 
Ihafi ID persons are deployed at various artist of Cargo 
Complex and Import Wards mi sc and rtol 2D workers as 
alleged, ll Is also submitted by the Aulhorily that, there 
was no any contract entered iulo with a contractor since 
M -1993* as the con irac tors were not prepared to enter into 
the contracts. As they had nn option to engage their own 
employees in view of i he orders of the lion ble 1 linh Court 
protecting the services of ihe said persons pending ihe 
hearing and final disposal of (he ea.se, the said persons are 
called as "contract load£rf and not ■dcpaitinciUal workmcii' 
as alleged. The said persons are deployed at various areas 
of Cargo C ample* and Import Warehouse and are being 
paid wages bv the o 1 1 j c c w. c 1. 1 - U199 3. ii ft er tli e evp i ry o I 
the last contract, as per die Jircciiun? of ilie I lon'bli: High 
Court, It is submitted rlut, llic Elou'blc High Court has 
clarified the position in it^ order dated 5o-1991 in Nolice oE 
M ol i on No. 3 404 o f I 9 90 mlV rii f telit i on N o. 1494 of 198 9. 
in paragraph LH. that. ike mere h cl lhai the workers were 
continued to be employed for the work earned out 
depart mentally by ihe h iriue of the said order, would noi 
enable them to cluim as of rig hi tliai they had bee nine direct 
employees of the Auiliorny. The Atithorily fun her 
submitted that, in view of the order of the Hon'ble High 
Court of Rornbay, granting protection to [be conhad 
labours from Terminal inn of theb services, ihe new 
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contractor was not prepared to enter into contract with it 
and hence it was constrained to carry out the contractual 
work with them only and hence they are being paid wages 
by il with effect from I-M993 and the allegations made by 
the Union that, though their dates of joining were prior to 
1-1-1993, they were being paid wages depuitmentally with 
effect from 1- U1993 in terths of the orders of the Hon'ble 
High Court of Bombay jn Writ Petition No. 1494 of 199S- It 
is submitted by the Authority that. Airports Authoriiy of 
India Act, 1994 provides two independent divisions i.e, (i) 
International Airports Division (lAD) and (ii) National 
Airports Division (NAD) and that, the Cargo Complex at 
Mumbai Airport was commissioned on 13-5-1977 and the 
Authority was the custodian of all imported goods 
approved by customs till 3-] 1-2002 and it appointed Air 
India as their ground handling agents at Air Cargo Complex 
and thereby Air India is the custodian of the airlines handled 
by it and the Authority is ihe custodian of cargo of Airlines 
handled by it. All the imported goods were received by Air 
India from the carriers for warehousing with them. Ten 
days old uncleared heavy cargo was thereafter shifted to 
the cargo complex and uncleared light cargo was shifted to 
its import warehouse and all general air cargo weighing 
more than 100 kgs or less and lying uncleared for more 
than 14 days is being shifted to the cargo complex or ihe 
import warehouse belonging to it. It submitted that, 
Authority bad employed 19 permanent workmen as loaders 
but there is no managerial, supervisory and clerical staff 
exclusively for loading, unloading*^ incidental operations 
of cargo loader and not 20 workers as loaders apart from 
managerial, supervisory and clerical staff as alleged by the 
Union, Authority also submitted that, the nature of work 
performed by IE contract labourers differs from point to 
point with that of the permanent loaders and it was not the 
same. Authority submitted that, the question whether the 
contract labourers have been performing the same, similar 
and identical duties at par with the permanent workmen of 
the Authority and further whether the nature of work 
performed by both those sets of group was absolutely Ihe 
same are the matters to be determined by the Deputy Chief 
Labour Commissioner (C) under the Central Rules and 
hence, this Tribunal has no jurisdiction to adjudicate the 
said aspects of the dispute. It is denied thak the concerned 
workmen to perform the same, similar and identical duties, 
side by side alongwith the permanent loaders and the nature 
or work performed hy them was absolutely the same. 
Authority submitted that, it had appointed Air India as 
their ground handling agent for imported cargo, [he 
operating airlines shift the said cargo to the warehouse of 
Air India (GH A) and the concerned parties and their agents 
clear ihe goods in accordance with the prescribed 
procedure laid down in this regard and the duties of 
forwarding the catgo and to give delivery to the claimants, 
is performed by the permanent loaders only. Authority is 
not concerned with the number of loaders appointed by 
Air India to carry out the job of loading and unloading of 


cargo. It submits that, prior to 3-11-2002, the import light 
cargo not claimed by the party/agent from the said shed 
for more than 14 days was shifted by the Authority from 
Air India (GHA) to the Import Warehouse for further 
handing and the said work is carried out by the permanent 
workmen as well as by the concerned workmen. Authority 
further contended that, it appointed 19 permanent loaders* 
whereas there were 20 contract labourers* out of whom the 
contract Labourers at Serial No, 10 and 11 of Annexure I of 
the statement of claim have expired and thus, at present 
there are 18 contract loaders. The cargo is shifted through 
ihe departmental trucks under its double lock system as 
well as those of Customs Department, There is no specific 
number of man-power deployed to cany out the said shifting 
work and presently the cargo is shifted through the 
departmental trucks under its double lock system as well 
as those of customs and only 30 days old cargo is only 
shifted over there. It is, therefore, denied by those 41 loaders 
received the 10 days old cargo from Air India at the Import 
Warehouse, stacked them on racks according to location, 
forwarded the cargo and gave delivery to the claimants. It 
is submitted that* if the goods are not claimed within the 
Lime limit laid down In the Customs Act* I962 + which is 30 
days, the goods are shifted by the loaders to another site 
and the same are processed before being auclioned- 
Authority further den led thal* it commissioned appointment 
of 16 extra loaders in I9E6 and that however* instead of 
appointing permanent loaders, the Authority appointed 2b 
contract workers to work alongwith the regular loaders in 
the operation. Authority submitted that, it look over the 
ground handling work of 22 airlines from Air India from 
3-1) -2002, The Authority submitted lhal* it has (i) import 
warehouse (ii) a heavy cargo shed and (Mi) □ light cargo 
shed in the Cargo Complex for ground handling cargo for 
the said 22 airlines and that* the work of import light cargo 
was earlier carried out by different cargo handling agencies 
besides Air India. Due to volume of work M/s. Omega 
Etnega Enterprises, Mumbai has been entrusted to cany 
out the work of handling of import light cargo and part of it 
is handled by it. Hence, the allegations that* the woik of 
import light cargo which was carried out by 120 permanent 
workmen/loadeis of Air India was then being contracted 
out totally are not correct Jt is not aware as to how many 
loaders have been employed hy the said company to carry 
out the said work. It submitted that* due 10 administralivc 
reasons it does not shift 10 days old light cargo to the 
warehouse and both sets of loaders have been redeployed 
to make opiimum utilisation of available work force, 
following rise of work load; due to handling of parallel 
cargo operation. They are utilized/deputed on exigencies 
of services of Cargo department e.g. when work ai Import 
Warehouse reduced due to post PACT Operations, the 
loaders were redeployed at various locations at Air Cargo 
Complex; such as permanent loaders were deployed at U ll 
Centre; whereas casual loaders were deployed at Export 
Shod and some of them were retained at Import Warehouse. 
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Thus redeployment of available work forte was not 
done with mala Fide mien Linn, Author by submitted that there 
arc only 19 permanent loaders employed by it and there are 
\ Scentract loaders on work. The a licentious, thereEure, lhat 
as a result 40 loaders employed by the A inherit v ter 
shifting and further handling yi the import warehouse bad 
been artificially displaced from their work are nut true. li 
isfijnher submitted that, (he concerned workmen reeeke 
their wage* Lit a lower rale, since they are not permanent 
workmen but are pmtccted by ihe Nigh Court order, pending 
hearing and final disposal of the matter. The w ork as per 
(he duty nosier i% issued on the morihK basis. Authors^ 
reiterated that, on and from 3-] l-2£>CC u does not shill Len 
days old light cargo to the warehouse lor further handline 
due \o administrative reasons but it Juried shilling recent ft 
the unclaimod goods kepi in die lig hi cargo shed for an 
indefinite period and that the work of I ight cargo hand I mg 
has been assigned lo the contractor due to Ihe increase m 
volume of work miermittenily involved; which (he exiting 
loaders are incapable of handling. The litigation has hum 
going on since f 989. Central Government issued 
Notification dared 16-11-1999 prohibiting the employruent 
of contract labourers in operation of cargo handling j.e. 
Loding and unloading of cargo, w r bteh wus challenged hv 
it in Hon'bit High four!, iXdhi who passed (he interim 
order dated 22-1 [-1999 [hal the farina l po.si lecjii prevailing 
wilh effect from J 6 -11 -1999 to be etoiti o-.ied and due lo the 
said interim order Ihe Authority could not enLer inm 
agreement with the contractor tor o teisger duration. M y 
Omega Rulcrprises has been entrusted w ith the com me tea! 
job assignment Authority- is not aware whclher he had 
employed 120 contract labourers to cany out ihe said wot k 
and the work carried out by ihe said contract labourer-, k 
not of a permanent nalure. Authoruy lurtbrr submitted 
that, there is required work lo the perrnanem work nun 
employed by it 3 s well .is ro the cmnvnted persons, I" lie 
concerned workmen cannot claim the brucHi of pemumenev L 
as they are initially workmen of the contractor. Authomv 
denied that, instead of assigning the work o! light cargo 
handling to (he loaders already employed hy u Lhev I kid 
temporarily contracted out the work ai 30 days ami met m 
one Mj's. Mega ITaerprisus and J 20 con trad workmen bad 
been employed lo carry nut those duties of permanent 
nature and that on ihe uuher hand 20 penny no nl workmen 
and 20 workmen concerned ill the present reference were 
deliberately being deprived ufiheir wmk through rho-,e 
illegal, arbitrary and unjusiifted ehunges m Ihe sltymv 
conditions and thal was done wuh mala tide mtenlions to 
defeat iheir claim for permanency Lind the yame are not 
home out by faeis If is also contended by (he Aullmrhj 
that, vague a I leg at iu 115 have been made by t lie 1 mimi iha\ 
11 ature 0 f du t ies carri ed ot 11 by ih t ise wo 1 k 1 r 1 ei 1 was essen; iu I 
donol spccily [be workmen and lienee it ts 110 L in n position 
lo meet the same. Authority submitted Ihtit. sis diiy-icwJm 
activities have nothing to do wuh the work of loading arid 
unlading ofcargo, it therefore. that ihe work of loading 


and unloading carried out by those workmen was an 
integral part of ihe day-to-day ucti vides of the Auihociiy. 
Authority submitted that, it provides I ro I leys as and when 
required to cany out the work of loading and uu loading of 
ihe cargo. The alien dance of'ihc contract labourers is 
marked by the of Tidal of Ihe Authority, as there is no 
coni rac lor s in ce E - M 99 3, .1 nd their ser v ices a re pr< itcc 1 ed 
by the order of the High Court, hence for the said reason-, 
their inuslci roll is kept in the possession of the Aulhoritv, 
and since the said circtmvuanccs arc the outcome of ihe 
Court orders same cannot determine (he rclminnship 
bcLween it and the concerned persons as ihm of the 
employe rand the workmen, li A denied LbaUhc Sr Cuigo 
Manager, Mr.K. K. Child( 1 . 1 , vv^s supervising their work 
since said Mr. Chadha had died on 7-2-2003, II also 
submitted that, a person of bis status c annul supervise ihe 
work of loaders. Authority submitted that, it issues tlie 
cm rv passes to t lie contrae 11 ;i hou rei s. the va I id ity 0 J' w b i el 1 
depends upon the work retpiiremem. The said passes LLre 
issued by the Authority m ihe LLgcncie^ whose workers 
arc deployed at Cargo Complex. The said pusses rnerelv 
authorize the persons to enter in 10 the Cargo Complex for 
doing work on behalf ol ihe contender and the same are 
nof allowed beyond a partieu lac pniui. where ihe pusses of 
B.C.A.S, arc required m uddiiion to ihe sLLid passes. [[ is. 
Ihcrefore, denied that, llie said piL^es were Viilid lor one 
\cLir. El submitted that. Ihe concerned workmen rep ml lo 
t he t) ffi eci - i n-eha rge 1'or then leu \ l l o r Jbr en r E_s lea v 1 ?i e. li 
there is no contractor, ter the tcL^oiis Mated hereinabove, 
and it is noL correct tbol in the mutter ol'ihcir leave or in tlw 
1 nailer 0 f early Ieaving were 1 ef.s.ir 1111 g to said Shri ClJh^l. 
the Assistant Cargo Manager as alleged, ll is also 
contended by flic Auihohiy (hat n hns been dedueimg 
ETovident Fund eontrihuiion from their wLLges from 
i tciober, 1999, It ^ubniitLed Lh.il, from I -1 -1 99.1 [here i* no 
contraelor in respect of kuiil in u and nnlonding work ean ied 
out by (lie concerned workmen Ir submitted dint, ihe 
pernmnenl workmen appomted h\ it m e doing ihe ^ork ol 
loLiding and unloading, which may no! necc^surilv be ihe 
same, similar and identical wo tk oan ied olu l>y tlieetuicemcd 
persons, as the work d 1 Iters friun point [n point ft r'unher 
^ubTrtLttcdtliiit r the question whelhurEhe eontrati labeurers 
h nve been peribmiing tlie some. sim 1 1ar mu d idcnlic nI d li 1 ies 
at par with Ihe permanent workmen nj die Auihoriu, is li 
matter Lo be determined by f x . ('luel'l .nbom- Co in miss inner 
{(.') under tlie Ccniral Rules, liecice, tliis Tribunal lias no 
pjiisdietion Lo adjudicate the vud i^peei of the dispute. Il 
suhriiiited that, the pennancm work men wt;re appointed 
against the sanctioned pos^ wlm-h were cienicd on Itie 
basis of the approval gi^en In ihe competem iuriliuriu, 
w-hereiLs the contract labourers were appointed on Lin ad- 
hoc basis hy the contractor and ibe permanent workmen 
were appointed in accordance w ith the prescribed procedure 
laid down under the keeroitmeiu and Ffrmuotimi Exiles, 
hence they get higher wa«es im L l 1 heir lenns and unidh ion.-, 
arc revised alter a period of decade and eut a 11 the si: it u lore 
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benefits such as bonus, house rent allowance* provident 
fund, leave facilities revision in wages; as well as different 
kind of allowances whereas concerned workmen draw the 
wages as per the revision of law applicable to them 
Authority submitted that, the permanent workmen doing 
the loading and unloading work get the wage* by virtue of 
the settlements reached between the management and the 
recognized Union; whereas ihe concerned persons/ 
workmen have been retained by the Authority by virtue of 
the orders of the Hon L hie High Court and since the 
concerned workmen are not the permanent employees of 
the Authority the question of extending the benefits 
granted to the permanent workmen to them does not arise. 
Authority cannot deal with their service conditions as they 
are not its permanent, workmen and hence it did not 
differentiate between the persons rendering longer services 
and the shorter services for the purpose of fixation of dai ly 
wages. There is no such provision tinder the Contract 
Labour Act to pay different rate of wages per day. Authority 
further dented that the services of the concerned persons 
are essential and are of continuing nature as alleged; as 
the work carried out by them is incidentaE to cargo handling 
work. Inspite of its best efforts ihe Authority is nol able to 
trace oulthe letter written by Mr,K J. Rawlani, Dy. General 
Manager (Cargo) and it further submitted that, the remarks 
attributed on it does not drive home the point that their 
services are essential. These workers arc continuing by 
virtue of the Court orders issued from time to lime 
protecting them from being terminated from services and it 
therefore, maintain their record in respect of employment 
of concerned persons and a$ no contractor was willing to 
enter into an agreement with the Authority to execute Ihe 
contractual assignment with the said force. Authority 
Submitted that, record maintained by it does not show that 
concerned persons are permanent, regular and perennial 
nature as the loaders in Cargo handling. Authority 
contended that, the allegations made that as far as the 
present set of 20 workmen, who were employed as loaders 
and were called as department loaders do not convey any 
clear cut meaning, hence no averments are made. Since 
1986, the contracts were awarded from time to lime to M/s. 
Vijay & Co., M/s. Girija Enterprises, M/s. Sakpa! Bro^., 
M/s. Jac Enterprises, etc. Authority reiterated that there is 
a historical background for not continuing or engaging the 
contractor and hence merely because ihcre is no contraclur, 
it does nol mean that they become the regular workmen of 
the Authority. They have been working as the casual 
loader* and not departmental loaders by virtue of the order 
of the High Court of Bombay and hence they arc not pan 
and parcel of its establishment and entitled to the benefits 
of permanency, much less front the date they had comp leted 
continuous employment of 240 days and for the reasons 
stated hereinabove the provisions of the Act are not 
applicable to the concerned workmen. The Authority further 
submitted that, 4he provisions of items 9. 10, and 13 of 
Fifth Schedule, read with Section 2{ra) of the Ac* cannot 


be enforced as this Tribunal has not been .empowered in 
this behalf to adjudicate the industrial dispute relating to 
any matter specified in the Fifth Schedule and the 
allegations that, the action of Ihe Authority in not giving 
the status, bene fils and privileges of permanent workmen 
to the concerned workmen i.e. departmental loaders clearly 
amounted to unfair labour practices under Items 9, 10 and 
] 3 of Fifth Schedule read with Section 2(ra) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act* 1947 are not true for the aforesaid reasons, 
Authority further contended that, the concerned workmen 
arc not entitled Ln llic relief of permanency and other 
consequential reliefs as also a ward/removing alleged 
discriminaiian between lhcm and other permanent workmen 
on the ground lhat 53id persons have been working under 
the Authority, supervision and control of the Authority, 
employer, from the respective dates of joining by them 
without break. Authority submitted lhai, prior to January, 
1993 the concerned workmen were under the supervision, 
management and control from time toiimcofthcconlructors 
and iheir super visors. After January, 1993 (hey have been 
protected by the said orders of the High Gourt of Bombay 
and hence, thereafter, the Authority has to do the work of 
supervision, management and control oven heir work and 
hence merely because there is supervision, management 
and control over their work by virtue of order of the I Ugh 
Court, they cannot become the permanent workmen of the 
Authority and hence they are not entitled lo the benefits 
of permanency and ocher consequential reliefs and hence, 
there is no question of removing alleged discrimination 
between them and the other permanent workmen. Authority 
also submitted that they cannot claim Hie benefits of 
permanency and other consequential reliefs on the ground 
that they are performing same, similar and identical duties 
like other permanent loaders employed by the Authority 
as the work differ from point to point and that the said 
matter is to be determined by the Dy h Chief Labour 
Commissioner(C) under the Central Rules and this Tribunal 
has no jurisdiction to adjudicate the said aspect of the. 
dispute. The said characieristic cannot, therefore, be laken 
as a criterion to conclude that the relationship of the 
employer and the workmen exists between the management 
and the concerned woikmen. Et is also contended by the 
Authority that its. regular and day-to-day aclivilres are the 
management of the airports* the civil enclaves and the 
aeronautical communication stations, to provide air 
transport services at the airport. Thus, the work of loading 
and unloading done by the concerned workmen is nol an 
integral part of the regular and day-to-day activities of the 
Authority as alleged by the Union. Aulborily further 
contended that the concerned workmen arc the contract 
loaders and not the departmental loaders, who are nol 
enritled to the benefits of permanency* much less with eftbef 
from the date/day on which, each one of them had completed 
continuous service of more titan 24€ days in its employment 
Authority admitted dial, the said persons perform ihcfr 
duties ois the premises of the Authority but it does nm 
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mean that merely because the concerned workmen have 
been working on its premises, they are the workmen ot’llie 
Authority. It further suhinitlcd that, the provisions of Article 
39 of the Constitution of India accentuates the basic 
philosophy of idealistic socialism and the doctrine of"'equal 
pay for equal work 1 is a concept; which tor the purpose ol 
implementation requires complete and wholesome equality 
between the two groups: which docs not exist. Authority 
submitted that, the different la between the permanent 
workmen and the said persons is hound to exist, us the 
scales of pay and other benefits arc attached to the definite 
posts but the contract labourers hold no post. H is 
submitted that, the allegations, therefore, that bused on 
the provisions of Article 39 of the Constitution of hid ia, as 
well as based on I he doctrine of ‘equal pay for equal work* 
the concerned workmen were entitled in receive all the 
benefits, privileges, advantages and other terms and 
conditions of employment at par with the permanent 
workmen working with the Authority are not true. Authority 
submitted that, the employees of the Authority were 
governed by its Service and Disciplinary Regulations vi/. 
the LA. A.I. (Centra] Conditions or Service) Regulations, 
1980, which weie operative till 22-5-2003 and llte same were 
replied by A.A.A.l. (General Conditions of Service) 
Regulations. 2003 n which came into force from 23-5-2003 
and the IAAT. (Conduct Discipline and Appeal) 
Regulation^ 19E7 were operative till S-5'2003 and 1 he same 
were substituted by A.A.J. {Conduct. Discipline and 
Appeal) Regulation^, 2003, which Came into toree 
9-5-2003. Authority contended that, the allegations made 
that the mandatory provisions of Industrial Employment 
{Standing Orders) Act, 3946 which were applicable to the 
Authority defined the term 'employer' under Sect inn 2(d), 
as also it provided for permanency of workmen under 
Standing Order Nos.4(B) and 4(C) of the Model Standing 
Orders are not true lor I ho aforesaid reasons. It is further 
Submitted (hat, the Authority maintains the seniority 
register, containing a seniority of its permanent workmen 
and the concerned workmen have been retained by virtue 
of the orders of ihe Bombay High Court, hence the qursliun 
of maintaining their seniority list does not arise. It further 
contended lhau since both the groups do not fall in the 
said class, the question of resorting to the continuing 
discrimination by it did not arise; as the discrimination 
presupposes unequal treatment to the equals. Ie is, 
therefore, denied that the discrimination sliil continues. 
The Authority also dented that it has violated the 
fundamental rights ofthe concerned persons under Article 
14 and 16 ofthe Constitution of India. The Authority 
further submitted that, Ihe permanent workmen were 
employed, in accordance with the Recruitment Rules 
prescribed under then Service Regulations, 1980 utid there 
is astringent test to which the said persons wore subjected 
before being recruited to the posts of loaders, where lis [fie 
concerned persons were just recruited by the cun tractors 
from time eo time, without following any prescribed 


procedure by them. Thu (dle^uhinh. there fore, made that, 
there was no intelligible differentia between two sets uf 
workmen viz. 20 departmental loaders (in tact 18 loaders) 
and the permanent loaders employed by the Authority arc 
nor true. Authority reiterated that, it did riot resort to any 
discrimination against the concerned persons. Aiithortly 
funher contented that, the :dlegations that discrimination 
practiced by it tor yuurx together and pcrpciumed a^iiust 
the coticemcd 20 Dep an men hi I bonders was unreasonable, 
illegal and unjustified ore without any basis and the ionic 
are not true .Si nee it did imt commit any discrimination. iSie 
question of removing liom ihe dale it hud been elfcciud 
and that the disparity in the matters of wages and other 
terms and conditions ol emp lew meat require to be removed 
from the dale such alleged Jisijrim ination/duparky was 
started or practiced by ii against the cone trued persons 
does not arise. The allegations. i here I ore. made that the 
disparity in the niuiier> of washes and other terms and 
conditions of employment require 10 be removed from the 
date such d i scrim i nut i cm ■ disparity was started or prat need 
by the Authority against the concerned 20 workmen are 
no! true. Authority denied ill at, the concerned persons are 
entitled to any relief und benefits, much less from the 
retrospective date* i.e. die day.'date on w hich cacti one of 
them had completed tom muons service of 240 days in its 
employment. Authority also denied thai, they are entitled 
to any consequential bene Ills of wages. allowance* Lie. ut 
par with the permanent haulers, acid foi a declaration Lhat, 
they are its permanent workmen. Authority further 
submitted that. M/s. J<ic fm ei-prises was the I llsl contractor, 
who was awarded the ccmiract to carry onl ihu work of 
loading and unloading of cargo lor ihe period tmm 
1-10-1990 to 31-12-1 942, However, as from l-MW3lhv 
concerned workmen were protected from lerinination of 
rheir services by the order ol'linmbay High Court pending 
hearing and final disposal of die matter, the said com raclur 
did not undertake Ihe job: as he was not prepared to 
continue with the existing work force. !Tic al login ions* 
therefore, that, from I -1 -1 99 } the concerned workmen had 
been departmentalized tnc not H ue, The quantum ol work 
being carried out by the loader* is more or less the same, 
whereas the quantum of work at import warehouse has 
dwindled to a great extent. from lime to time as per work 
require men!; Ihe orders l\\'h issued by the Personnel 
department. The allegations i here fore that, ihe quantum of 
work done by the concerned loaders at cargo to imp lex and 
import warehouse has been constantly increasing over the 
years while the number of wink men hud remained the same 
are not true. Authority further submitted that, there arc 9 
contract labourer*, who wuv engaged from lime to lime by 
the specialized firm, wlm main lain the Baggage Conveyor 
System at Terminal J.\ ai Snruacruz, The Union did not 
implead the contructoi s engaged frotn time to lime by it: as 
the necessary and proper parties in this proceedings, 
though the contractors were impleaded in the writ pul it ion 
filed in the High Coen. I he said contract labourers are 
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being continued, by virtue of orders issued by the Hon’ble 
High Court from time to time and last being dated 
16-12-2EW2. The Authority submitted that, it is not aware 
whether they are designated as Mechanics, electricians, 
helpers/khalasis by their employer Their technical 
qualifications are not known to the Authority; as their work 
13 controlled and supervised by the contractor to whom 
the work is awarded. The contractor has to maintain the 
serviceability of the baggage conveyor system, rectifying 
any electricaL mechanical fault occurred during the 
operation of the Conveyor and to cany oul periodical 
inspection of the system. The weighing scale is however 
not being maintained by the contractor. Hence, the 
allegations rhai (hose workmen (i.e, 9 contract labourers) 
employed at Terminal IA at Santacruz, were performing the 
duties of attending breakdown of Conveyor Bell, doing 
electrical maintenance of Conveyor Belt, doing mechanical 
maintenance of conveyor belt, an ending panel belt board, 
cleaning and oiling the coney or belt, removing and fitting 
Gear Box, ch^kingfrepairine/maiiitaining weighing scales 
and doing overall maintenance work of Conveyor Belt 
Including over-oiling thereof at Terminal JA are not known 
to it and the Union is therefore put to strict proof thereof. 
Authority further submitted that the conlract labourers 
perform their duiies as per the instructions given by their 
contractor, in the even of any breakdown of the conveyor 
system* the Engineer/Supervisor of the contractor gives 
the.instructions to the said contract labours: depending 
upon the frequency/gravity of Ehe work requirement in order 
lo achieve serviceability of the system. It is submitted lhak 
the contract labourers had been appointed by Lho 
contractors to whom the contracts were awarded from time 
to rime. When the Terminal 1A was commissioned on 
UM-1992; most of the said contract labourers were 
appointed by M/ s. Gannon Dunk er ley & Co. n Bombay, 
who supplied and installed the Baggage Conveyor System 
at Terminal JA at Sanlacruz and the contract labourers are 
working for last many years; as their services are protected 
by the order of the High CoumThe Authority further 
submitted that, Mr. Rajnikant, Sr, Superintendent Engineer 
(E) and Mr. J,P, Singb, the Manager - Engineering (E) give 
the instructions to the Engineer/S upervisor appointed by 
the contractor to attend the fault in the Conveyor System; 
who in mm instruct the contract labourers to cany out the 
jobs assigned to them. The sard work .is performed by- 
Mr. Manish on behalf of Delite Engineer, the present 

contractor. The allegations, therefore, made that the Jr. 
Engineer (presently Shri Uajnikanl) and the Manager - 
Engineering Shri J.P. Singh were supervising and 
control ling the aclivilies of the concerned workmen are 
not true. Authority submitted that, the requiremeni of tools/ 
equipment is nor being mpj by the Authority but the same 
is being arranged by the contractor; as and when required 
to attend to maintenance of Baggage Conveyor System IE 
is submitted that, therefore, the allegations that all the tools/ 
equipments such as ring sets, spanners, grease, guns. 


wires, bulbs, welding machines", conductor,-^lay panels, 
etc. were provided by the Authority are not true. The 
Authority submitted that, it engaged M/s. Gannon 
dunkedey and Co, : M/s. Sequera Enterprises and M/s. 
Delite Engineer through the tender process. They are the 
specialised agencies in the field of conveyor system for 
thfe maintenance of Baggage Conveyor System. The 
allegations, therefore, that, the Authority bad introduced 
as intermediate contractors some parties such as M/s. 
Gannon Dunkerley A Co., More Marketing Pvt. Ltd. and 
then M/s, Delite are not true* The Authority further 
submitted that, the averments made by the 2nd Party in 
respect of number of conveyor befts and the number of 
contract labourers deployed at conveyor system at Terminal 
[A in respect of Serial Nod are correct, except that a 
conveyor belt meant for arrival does not function. H 
submitted that, at Terminal IB; 6 belts operate round the 
clock and 3 bells meant for courier services do not function 
round the clock and 6 permanent workmen are employed to 
man the belts round the clock. Authority submitted that 
there are 13 belts atTerminal 2-A and 2-C and 33 permanent 
workmen ere maintaining the same round the clock. Hence, 
the allegations made by the Union that, at Terminal II, 16 
Belts were functioning and 42 permanent workmen were 
employed to cany out that work (in 3 eight hours shift at 
phase ] and II of terminal Jl) are not true, ft further reiterated 
that, the concerned contract workers have been retained 
by vinue of the order dated 16-12-2002 of the HoiTbLe High 
Court, Bombay. Authority further submitted that, on 
enquiry the said contractors ha ve informed that the contract 
labourers were never required to perform Uieir duties 
beyond their normal duty hours and hence the question of 
paying overtime wages by the contractors does not arise. 
Authority further submitted that H the contract labours were 
appointed by the said contractors and were/arc paid their 
wages and other fringe benefits by them There is 
supervision and control over their work by the Engineer/ 
Supervisor appointed by the present contract also. 
Authority has no power to lake disciplinary action agamsl 
them and it has no power to remove thcm + Authority 
reiterated and contended that, the contract Labourers carry 
out their jobs at the direction of the officer of the contractor, 
they perform their jobs; as per the site requirement of the 
contractor and that, the plate of work of the'tpntracl 
labourers is not a conclusive test to determine Iht 
relationship between it and the said con:rad labourers as 
that of the employer and the workmen. Et also reiterated 
lhal n the tools, apparatus and equipments are provided hy 
the contractor to the said contract labourers and not by 
the Authority as alleged. Et is also denied by the Authority 
that, the permanent workmen employed by it were 
performing the same, similar and identical duties alongwilh 
the concerned workmen and that Ihcre was no difference 
of whatsoever nature in their duties as all alleged. 
Authority also submitted that the contractor allocates 3 
shifts to ihe contract labourers on a rotation basis and ihc 
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allegations that ihey were employed with the Authority 
wirhotn any break are not true and &re without any basis. 
Authority also submitted that, the work in respect of 
maintenance and operation of Baggage Conveyor System 
at Terminal IA al Sumatra is like any other work at the 
Airport and the work in respect of maintenance and 
operation of Baggage Conveyor System is not permanent, 
regular and of perennial nature and without prejudice to 
the said averments Authority submitted that this. Tribuna! 
cannot decide whether the work carried out by the contract 
labourers is of permanent regular and perennial nature; as 
it is within the amhit of the Central Government. The 
services uf baggage conveyor system are utilized through 
the specialized agency as and when required at the airporL. 
The technical know-how lies with the specialised firms: 
who spend a number of years in designing of the Baggage 
Conveyor .System hence by no stretch of imagination, the 
contractor can be labelled as the namelonder. Ihc employers 
themselves or their officers remain present at the site, where 
the Baggage Conveyor System is in operation. They have 
to observe tho serviceability of the Baggage Conveyor 
System. Authority also denied the allegations made by the 
Union that H the so-called contractors were mere name- 
lenders and they were never present on the premises; where 
those activities were carried out by the concerned workmen. 
Authority submitted that, during the period from February 
2000 to November, 2000, the said protected contract 
labourers by the Nigh Court were paid directly by it; as the 
Authority could not award (he con;rati in the operation of 
Conveyor Belt System; ToElowing the abolition of the 
contract labourer system by the Notification dated 
lfi-1 M999 and as the said notification was stayed by the 
High Court of Delhi; ihe contract was awarded to (he 
conlractor, under whom the contract labourers arc working. 
Authority further submitted that, during the said period 
from February, 20001o November, 2000 it had lo effect the 
payment of wages for die reasons averred hereinabove 
and hence their attendance was certified by the officers of 
the Authority and the attendance record was forwarded to 
die Accounts Department for effecting the payment of 
wages. The allegations^ therefore, made that their muster- 
roll was signed by Junior Engineer one Sbri Bannerjce, 
wrili Manager (Engineering) Shrs J,P.$ingh for the said 
period sure not true, Auifiority submitted iliat h since the 
entry to the Terminal building is resrricled from the security 
poinl of view, the temporary passe* arc issued to the 
contract labourers, working on behalf of the comrucior; 
who is full responsible I or the good conduct and behaviour 
of the contract labourers during tlic contractual period in 
(he course of the execution of work at the Terminal building. 
The temporary passes arc issued by Bureau of Civil A\ laiion 
Security. The Authority submitted that, there is surplus 
staff available wirti it at other areas who could have been 
diverted to baggage conveyor system but for die order 
dated i 6-! 2-2002 ofthe Hon'ble High Court protecting the 
services of the contract labourers; pending and final 


disposal of the matter, il could noi be diverted. Authority 
submitted that, the concerned pet.sons arc noi deployed in 
Conveyor System at Terminal 2ET which is not funciion^E 
since October, 1999 but s ince the said person are prolyeled 
by virtue of the order dated II? -12 -2002 o f the II i gh Court 
the said persons are deployed in its different Sections; as 
they are riot having any work in Conveyor System by 
M/s.A.P, Marling Pvt, UcL the company incorporated m 
Australia. The allegations made by ibe Union dial the said 
12 workmen were employed at Terminal II B are wiihuttt 
any basis and the same me not true. It is submitied dun id I 
of them are unskilled persons. It is not true [hat they were 
designated as wiremeri. mechanics and Kholasis. Union 
has given details in respect of the said persons ai 
Annexured. Since they are inn the workmen oft he Authority 
and the Contractor has mu been imptcaded in til is tclcrenuc, 
by the Union, though the same was impleaded in Writ 
Petition tiled in the High Court by ihc 1 Jnion : (he Am homy 
is not aware about the authenticity of the details furnished 
in the said Anncxurc-I in reaped of the designation, dun? 
of joining, original department dc. J'hc Authority re iterated 
that, the said persons were never designated by il and 
they are n<H Its workmen: apart from the? fact (hat, they Lire 
being paid minimum wageof the unskilled category from 
1-1 1-1994, The Authority submitted that, as the old 
Conveyor System of Term inn 1 IbB was dismantled tind a 
new Conveyor System of Terminal H-H was installed during 
the year 1994-95; the new Conveyor System is being 
maintained by ils pennonen< workmen and hence chert; is 
no work to the contract labourers in ihe Ccuweyoi System. 
They have not been departmentalized in the establish mem 
of the Authority at any point of time, much less uu 
M I '1994. It submitted ibai:, 1 * Conveyor Systems are 
installed at terminate !l-A and U-C which are manned by 
the permanent workmen, round the clock. Ihc Authority 
rtiterated that the said 12 persons are noi currying out any 
work in Conveyor Seel ion and hence a (|Licsrion of 
performing identical duty siin ilar m 9 persons depkw ed ai 
Terminal IA did not arise. The Authority submitted that, 
the allegations, therefore, that, those 12 workmen employed 
at Terminal 2B were PeribiTriing ihc same and similar and 
identical duties like aforesaid ^workmen, arc not true. Thu 
Aulhorilysubmittedtlutt, prior tod-12-1994, i he concerned 
persons wore working w-ii? i NT's. Ddiur Lngincers: wIkjac 
eomruct was revoked, a* new convey in- sy stem installed 
on and from 6-12-1994 by Vks A.P. Martins' Pvt. I id w hich 
is having added advance.- of minimum preventive 
maintenance, with minimum manpower requirement. The 
concerned persons were rendered surplus a* the permanent 
workmen were employed to man the said conveyor system 
alongwhh other Conveyor Sysiems; for which the engineers 
ofhf'i, A,R MorlingPvl. Lid, Australia ;mdMA. ItKeiToMer, 
Singapore had conducted undine (raining to ils permanent 
workmen bul by virtue ofthe order of ihc 1 ligli CuuiLllie^ 
have been retained and polled in ils dj Herein -a-ciions. 
Authority submitted thal. l here lore, the allegations lhat 
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from 1-11-1994 they had been departmentalized in 
Authority, and that, they have been designated as wireman 
EMD-1, Mechanic EMD-l, Khalasi EMD, Wiiemen EMD- 
11, Mechanic EMD- [1, Khalasi EMD-11 etc.are not true. 
Authority reiterated that since the concerned workmen are 
not the workmen of the Authority, the question ofextending 
the benefits of permanency to them does not arise. 
Authority submitted that the Conveyor Belt System has 
not been installed at terminal 2B S which is not functional 
since October, 1999, there are permanent workmen number 
33 and not 39, working for the Conveyor Belt System 
installed at Terminal 2A and 2C. Authority submitted that, 
the duty carried out by the permanent workman attached 
to the Conveyor Belt System is entirely of the specialised 
nature and the permanent workmen had been trained by 
the Engineers of M/s. A<P. Morlmg Pvt, LuL to handle the 
sophisticated and new technology version of the Conveyor 
Bek System installed at Terminal Il-A. The said J 2 persona 
on the other hand perform the duties which b of an unskilled 
nature in different sections as stated hereinabove. 
Authority contended that, the allegations, therefore, mode 
that since there was no difference of whatsoever nature 
between the duties carried out by the permanent workmen 
3 nd the so called contract labours, there was no justification 
or any rational reason for treating the 9 workmen as contract 
labours are not true. Authority reiterated that the work is 
not available to them but they are being continued; in view 
of the order of the High Court, pending the hearing and 
final disposal of the matter. The writ Petition was filed by 
the said 12 workmen, being Writ Petition No, 2641 of 199 W 
against the running and maintenance contract of Conveyor 
Belt System installed at Terminal 2B only. Those 
sophisticated equipments require qualified and trained staff 
to carry out day*to*day preventive maintenance and 
operation and as such the same is being carried out by the 
trained permanent workmen and running and maintenance 
contract has not been awarded for the said sophisticated 
Conveyor System to anyone since 1994-95 and hence no 
work is available to the said 12 persons in Conveyor Bek 
System. Moreover Terminal ll-B is also not in operation 
since October, 1999. Authority contended that, the 
allegations that, the entire action on the part of the Authority 
of refusing to give the status, benefits and privileges of 
permanent workmen to the concerned workmen was nothing 
but a subterfuge and camouflage are without any basis 
and the same are not true. 

(1G) The Authority further submitted that, the work 
in respect of Conveyor Belt System was entrusted to the 
contractors from time to time by inviting tenders. The said 
tenders were scrutinized by the committee entrusted with 
the said assignment and one of the tenders was accepted: 
after following the rules and regulations meant For the same, 
the party whose tender was accepted has to execute the 
agreement. It obtained the certificate of registration, 
whereas the contractor obtained the licences under the 
Contract Labour Act. Authority submitted that, the Union 
did not pray for declaration that the contracts were sham 


and bogus, at any point of time. It submits that the 
concerned persons are not different from the persons 
covered in the Writ Petition No,279 of 2W0 t as borne oui 
fay the wordings of the order of reference dated 7-3-2003- 
The bald and wild allegations, therefore, made that the 
earlier introduction of intermediate contractors resorted to 
by the Authority by way of some paper agreement entered 
into between Authority and the' so-called contractors is/ 
was nothing but sham and bogus arrangement and it was a 
camouflage to deprive the concerned workmen and those 
concerned in Writ Petition No. 279 of 2002 of (he benefits 
available to the permanent workmen are without any basis 
and are not true. Authority contended that, its action was 
fair, proper, bonafide and legal; while entering into the 
contracts with the contractors for Conveyor Belt Syslcm 
end thereafter Authority also denied the allegations made 
by the 2nd Party that, the so-called contracts, which were 
purportedly entered into by the Authority with the so- 
called he. mere name-tenders were sham and bogus 
contracts. Authority also denied that, merely because the 
concerned persons are deployed on the premises belonging 
to it, it means that, the relationship between them and the 
Authority is that of the workmen and the employer. 
Authority further contended that, the rales of wages or foe 
said persons are determined by the Contract Labour Act 
and not by it. It submitted that, the provisions of Section 
23 of the Indian Contract Act have no any application in 
the said contract. When the concerned persons were 
working with the contractors, they should have claimed 
the benefit of permanency; which is not based on various 
labour legislations as specified therein and the statutory 
benefits such as Provident Fund provided under lhe 
Employees' Slate Insurance Act, I94S T the Payment of 
Bonus Act, 1962 and Industrial Employment (Standing 
Orders) Act 1946 from the said contractors and the 
concerned persons are not entitled to claim any of Hie 
benefits from the Authority. The Authority, therefore, 
denied the allegations made by the Union in this rcspccl. 
Authority denied that, it cheated the Concerned workmen, 
la fact, the Union has cheated them by giving false 
promises; which cannol be fulfilled under the provisions 
of the labour 3aw h Since it did not cheat them the question 
of victimization did not arise. Cheating per sc docs not 
amount to victimization; even by any stretch of itnagi nation. 
The bald, wild and derogatory allegations made by the 
Union that the concerned workmen have been victimized 
because they had been cheated hy the Authority and that 
cheating itself amounted to victimization of the concerned 
workmen are without any basis and the same arc not (ruc. 
Authority submitted that, ihc concerned persons are being 
paid the wages as per the provisions of the Rules; which 
provides I hat, ihe rates of wages payable to the contract 
labourers by ihe contractor shall not be Less than the rates 
prescribed under the Minimum Wages Acf 194H for 
employment, where applicable and where the rales have 
been fixed by agreement, settlement, etc. not less than the 
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rates; bo fixed. Hence : the allegations that* lhe concerned 
workmen were enr it led a [ least to th e w Li^e s a ri<! a) I ( j wu i i t ei: 
which were paid by the Authority lo lhe peruiuncni 
workmen at the lowest level: in view of Regulation 2.^ of 
the Contract Labour {Abolition & Regulation} An w not 
true. However, the Airport Mcr'ngeHal Peisunnel ekotk 
the contractual work, which arc boin^ carried nut by the 
contractor, lo ascertain whether it m with reference to ill? 
specification of the agreement. Aa-heirityN poison no! do 
not supervise and control the day-to-day work of ■In, 1 
contractor Therefore, the allegations made by the 2nd !\irtv 
that, the substantial part of the responsibility of the A \iy oil 
Managerial Personnel was the supervision and control of 
the work being performed by the so-called cun trad winkers 
are withoul any basis and the same arc not 1 i;:c The 
Authority submitted that, the Operations Department Ikls 
issued Job Description (Duties and Kc^ponsihiSiiii--:■ of 
the Airport Managers and rhe functions which ;uv .■«i a 
general nauirc; arc based on the headquarter's guide hues; 
which have been incorporated ISO manual. Authority 
submitted that, the contracts entered into with the 
contractors, in accordance, with lhe Rules and RegiLl.it-mis 
framed by it arc fair, proper, bona fled and Ice id. El once the 
allegations made by the Union that, whenever there kid 
been so-called contracts between the name-lender 
contractors and Authority were mere paper amusements 
and in fact and in practice, full and comp I etc control w.ls 
vested in the Authority' arc not true. Authority submit- ed 
that, the averments made by the Union exposes us 
credibility ignoring the orders passed by the iriuji Court 
from time to time at the prayers of the Union, prmeviinu 
the services of Lhe said persons: from being term mated; 
pending the hearing and final disposal of'the m.micr. The 
allegations therefore made, ignoring the s ;id huckh up th:=i 
when the Authority realised that the present set of wot ':.men 
were in fact their workmen: those workmen had been 
departmentalized arc nothing but figment of imamimam 
and contrary- 1 to the facts on it record. It submitted lLit. the 
Authority had called for detail in respect ofemp!oyn:-v- of 
the said contract labourers along with other etmirjct 
labourers at the instance of the Headquarters at New Delhi 
in order ascertain lhe eorrcct factual portion: ;i^ so-nv of 
the contract labourevs are being paid wage?; dirvetb by the 
A uihority i n view o f th e protect i on g rank d b> m e !! o if h le 
High Court of Bombay from time lO time, di^ptn^io- v . irh 
the services of the contractor. If they were m ihc 
employment, as their workmen and were to be made 
permanent by the Authority, as alleged, fame wouM not 
have been litigation for ye: a re together The suitenvtu made 
in th is regard is miueh ievou s o ne; p. r o m pted wu b th ^ = : ■ a ; or 
motive. The allegation* therefore mni, m the year T^U. 1 ^c- 
2-00L the Authority- had called lb: ^■vjus rti^nkiif; 
employment of all the concerned 4 I wr.-. i k 11;it cone-d 
and that those workmen were :isked to fun^h draih 
regarding their.dates of both, qualified ion, u.u.; of 
departmentalization etc. a ltd iKy were also .j.Tv.j -o >uhm :L 


their latest photogrnpV. .mJ uccnrdmglv. the concerned 
workmen had furnished .-I' iiii> derail s, informal ion tvsih 
their ruspeclive s-icnr:I l.: ;md .ll lEiai Lime itself, li wlili 

agreed upon in principle m.-t. l i^ose workmen will hr made 
pcrmauerK und thai how, = v in.-.pile ofilial, the concerned 
workmen had nol been i-M.le permunent hy lhe AvuluviU 
fill thal date are wiTluu-: : ty. y-vi^ an:] the same ore noi 
true. Authority furil.v- vd-iniMed Hint, the Uirechsu 
Principles of the Slav LV-v y enshrined in lheOmst'Uition 
arc not equals unequal! ■ . I: did net disci mi mute Ligamsi 
the contract labourers: ■■ : m :uv ?mi workmen. lhe 
allegations, therefruv. d -t in view ol lhe nireci 1 vc 
principles of Stale Eotiv. w^\-v me f’mv.ii'ei'on >M l:nb:i. 
lhe respond hi lily -Ans e:.: 1 mi'lie AKihumy not :i> mdulix 
in discri mi nation llmll t 1 ,' _■ \\-j i^ur ser's ice c und :r ions .n^l 
Eh i r \^agLrs to li 11 ill c wr ■ :k i ■■■ i.. i ie ■ n r-E. i-. vi l ■ )i 1-: !ei t he: n wi: 11< m t 
any discrimination nrc t .-'.ru h: ls is :md the same :ire 

noi (rue.The AuIIuml.;. dee led Hun it rcsod V :n^ 
discrimiiulion agLiinsr i-s.■ ■■-.Lie persons dl :idegerl. I'he 
Authority furl her ci'i^ei-dcd :jnd rciteinlud tliiit. lhe 
c once rn c d workme n ar-.- i ■.' t e \: l i 11 e il l o 11 ■ v si al u s. be i ie l: k. 
privileges and LLdeLnu.LT- of-he perm-inent ^orkiMcn: k 
they wereori^mnlK ap[ ■■■ i -r 1^ iIil- respective 
TO do the contractual w .uvri l-enee they Lire liie i:nuu - : : .L’i 
liibourem. It submits ih.:i : :>■ Llmi'ble Higli (’mm in \--iLier 
HlM i:d j -S-19 l 31 po 4 ! i 1 1: K -. ■ ■ i i -_-e >.:! \ (i ■ 1 i rm No y l! i- 3 o I fi 1 
in Writ Relit ion No. i i L - : el vide ATmexLive IE ;n lhe 
politioahascatczon::!'!;. vivified :KpaiagrapEi IN iha: the 
mere fac( ih^il the wtirl-.ei^ v- .-re euinmued lo be eilirdo^ed 
Ecu - Llie works, if mn: e;; -: - d '.\\ r . tlepaiMieiULilly !iy \iitue 
oflhnt order will r.oi v:i.:i : =k: diem to clam: as of right thin 
they had become direct v vy'oevvs of the fir.U Responded 
li.e. A ul!i mi Ly >. !':o: .\m !iei it} d:d nut remit to 
disevimmufion: so as m -. . , -;:ive in LiiLfiLir hbiuir psaeLice 
under [tern 10 of Eilib v dniv 'ead wi:h Seeliosi URu? of 
the Act, 11 further si:bv.uiev l!:l;n fiittII SchedLLie. read with 
Section 2(ra> of the A;i w:i-. lurried lu Lhe IndiMfial 
Dispulei [A meuclmL'm ; .-m, UJN2 wiih effecL from 
bm the ^uiiie vLiauK he eul'orced. a^ the L'einrnl 
□ ovmmefi t E i ldu :U ri a: l \ i m i n; 1 1-v 11 ni -1 .al v mr < T >u it h:i > n ot 
been empmvered in llhedall to ^Jiudic.nethtf indusiii.il 
dispute rdutin^ to urn ■T..LUe!- ^peeii'ied in the E-ifili 
Schedule. The Authoni;. Tilier submit, wulmul pryjudiue 
to the said conteniions. dsn item s0 cannot be invoked h\ 
the eoncerned workrivo dv;-. tir^ nol inc ’■wurkriKii "' 

within (he meanin.L’ m Tc ioo 2(m of the An 'lhe 
alleLtafidns I here lore th.i da. emiferned wovkiMC?i were 

H- 

denied lhe slaliis. belief;'. ■ pnviieees liiuJ adviiniaL'e.-* of 
permanent workmen i:i:-k- U- pit:se Una ihe> w vic emmiirl 
workers and thal in I'.m me voneemed workers and lIulI 
^□cb w-ere not at nil t v c.'ui:uct workers and lh:n ojcIi 
discrirninalion anintn-ivd m uohtir labour pjruutice.'. under 
Etein 10 of EJttti Sch-,d.:f. re.id with Section 2 (ml ol'iiic 
Indus trial Dispute 1 ; A..:. I '■) 17 are nut true. Authority 
submitted that, lhe coin.:,med workmen had worked lor 
i he 1 List in an v \ ears, a.- \ \: v i v soj \ i c e> w e re proiec l c d by t 11 e 
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orders of the Bombay High Court from time to time, pending 
the hearing and final disposal of the matter. Moreover, the 
persons deployed at Terminal 1A are under the supervision 
and control ofMft. Ddile Engineers and earlier under some 
other contractors who have not been impleaded in this 
reference and hence, it is not aware whether they had 
worked for last several year* without any break and 
interruption in (heir employment and hence, merely because 
some of them had worked for Iasi many years, they cannot 
claim the benefits of permanency in its employment; with 
other consequential benefits. The Authority submits that 
the Hobble Tribunal cannot grant the said benefits for the 
aforesaid reasons. The allegations therefore made that the 
concerned workmen had worked for last several years 
without any break and without any interruption in their 
employment with the Authority and that all of them had 
put in uninterrupted service of number of years 
continuously in the employment of the Authority and thal 
as such, each one of them was entitled to the benefits of 
permanency in the employment of the Authority with other 
consequential benefits and deprival of the same by the 
Authority was unconstitutional, unreasonable, unjustified 
and Illegal are without any bash and the same are not true. 
Authority reiterated that, the contracts entered into with 
the Contractors but it were in accordance with the 
prescribed Rules and. Regulations and the same were 
proper; fair, bonafied and legal The contractors by virtue 
of the said agreements gave undertakings to produce the 
given results for the establishment through the contract 
labourers. The allegations, therefore, that upon the lifting 
of the veil, it could be seen that there was direct employer/ 
employee relationship between the Authority on the one 
hand and the workmen concerned therein on the other 
hand and that wherever there were intermediate scncalled 
contractors; they were mere name-lenders or brokers or 
agents and that such contractors had never been employer 
of the concerned workmen are without any basts and the 
same are not true. The concerned persons should have 
claimed fair conditions of employment from the respective 
contractors. The allegations, therefore, that the 
engagement of the workmen on large scale under the label 
of contract labours was victimization of the concerned 
workmen and it was nothing but their exploitation and that 
it was resorted to with the malfled intentions by the 
Authority with a view to deprive those workmen of fair 
conditions of employment and with the ulterior motive of 
denying them the status', benefits and privileges of 
permanent workmen are nothing but figment of imagination 
of a fertile brain and the same are not true. The Authority 
denied the allegation* that the so called contracts who 
were introduced by the Authority were not registered 
contractors and that in any event, those contractors had 
deliberately been withdrawn by the Authority and the 
concerned workmen had been departmentalized. Authority 
also denied that the so-called contractors, whenever they 
were In the picture, they did not have valid and proper 


licences for recruitment and engagements of contract 
labourer*. Authority reiterated that the concerned persons 
are not having any skill, education worth the name, except 
experience acquired by them by doing the repetitive work 
and their performance is not the mark. The al legations, 
therefore that all the concerned workmen were having 
necessary skills, experience* qualification, etc. to perform 
their respecti ve duties and that in fact, all oflhcm hod been 
performing their duties sincerely, honestly and to best 
satisfaction of the Authority all those years are nut bore 
out by facts and the same are not tree. 

17. Authority submitted that, the lion* ble Tribunal 
has to decide the preliminary issues at the threshold of the 
proceedings regarding the jurisdiction of the I lon’blc E ligh 
Court of Bombay in passing the order dated 16-13-2002 in 
Writ Petition N6.279 of 2000; directing the Government of 
India to make the reference of demands specified therein to 
the Hon’ble T rj bun al for adjudication as we 11 as that o I' The 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New IXilhl To 
make the reference in term* of the said order, to this llon'hlc 
Tribunal It submits that the Hon T ble Tribunal has also To 
decide a* the preliminary issues regarding Eocus-standi of 
ihe Union in espousing the cause of the concerned persons 
and the validity of reference under Scciion 2{k) ofthc Aci, 
etc. Authority submitted that, the Union has fur ihe first 
time made the allegations that the contract between It and 
ihe respective contractors are sham and bogus, in view of 
the directions Issued by ihe I lon ble High Court of Bombay 
in para 4(1X1) of the Order dated 16-12-200(2 in Writ Petition 
No.279 of 2000, Authority reiterated that the contracts 
entered into with the contractors were in accordance with 
the prescribed procedure laid down under the Ktiles and 
Regulations and in conformity with the provisions of The 
Contract Labour Act. It, therefore, sub milled thal the 
Hon'ble Tribunal cannot pass the order holding and 
declaring that the contracl between it and the respective 
contractors are sham and bogus and arc camouflage; to 
deprive the persons covered in the order of reference, or 
the benefits available to the permanent workmen employed 
by Authority, Authority also contended that, this- Hon'ble 
Tribunal cannot pass the order holding and declaring That 
the concerned workers are its direct workmen and also 
cannot pass an order directing il to give status* benefits 
and privileges of the permanent workmen to all the 
concerned persons, much less from the day/dale each one 
of them had completed continuous service of 240 days, an 
par with the permanent workthen and to pay them ihe arrears 
rising therefrom, with I E% compound i ntercst, to gi vc equal 
pay for equal work to the concerned persons for the reasons 
stated hereinabove. Authority also contended that, the 
concerned persons ore also not entitled to any interim reliefs 
and it would tantamount to granting the final reliefs, which 
cannot be done, unless the alleged industrial dispute is 
adjudicated on merits. The interim relief should not be the 
whole relief that the contract labourers may gel, if they 
succeed finally. The Authority also submitted that, the 
question whether the contract labourers arc entitled to 
receive alt the benefits applicable to the permanent workmen 



$342 THE GA7RTT(t OP IK01A : SHPTKMBbR 20, 2008/BHADRA 29, 1930 [Raki II-Sr\ 3(iAl 


of the Authority, to all the t antrai; E labourers covered in 
this reference, with immediate elTeel, cannot bo adjudicated 
by this Tribunal as the same has to be determined by the 
Dy, Chief Labour Commissioner^) ai provided under then 
Central Rules and hence the Hon'hie Tribunal has no 
jurisdiction to adjudicate the said aspects of the dispute. 
The Authority further contended that, this I lon’ble Tribunal 
cannot pass the interim orders direction the Authority to 
pay waves consisting of baste wages plus dearness 
allowances paid to the lowest category of regular 
employees doing the same work, as the contract labourer*, 
concerned persons, a* the order of reference itself is null, 
void and had in law for The reasons averred elaborately in 
the written slatement. Without prejudice to the above the 
Authority submitted dial the question whether the work 
performed hy the contract labourers is the same work as 
carried on by the permanent workmen employed by the 
Authority, cannot be ndjudicnledby this Hon 'Me Tribunal 
but the same has to be dote nn mod by the Dy, Chief La hour 
Commissi unci {C) under the Central liuies and lienee tin: 
Hon'ble Tribunal lias no jurisdiction to adjudicate the said 
aspect of the dispute and the question of adjustment with 
final detertninalioiCoukonieoniic re lone nee does nm arise 
The Authority further submitted (hat, ihe concerned 
persons are noi the workmen of the Authority. Author its 
comcndvd that, this Uon'ble Tribunal cannot pass ibe 
order; granting any other better nr consequential relie land 
cannot gram any relief of uha[ soever naiure as the order 
of reference dated 7-V2(}f>3 is null, void and bad in law and 
prayed that, the order of reference dated 7-3-2003 be 
rejccicd with costs. 

18, 2nd Puny Union filed rejoinder, at FTdiibjt U'l 3. 
The Second Party rcileraies nil the conicniinns anti 
averments made in then SLiiLemeni of Claim ns if the same 
have boon set oui specifically and mentioned herein Lind 
that, ii should not he taken as any admission on the pun of 
the 2nd Party of the a] legations and contentions of the 1st 
Pailys written statement dated 9th January, 2OH3 bach 
and every contention made in the said written statement 
which is contrary in (he -Si element of Ctaim, except I nr the 
typographical error, is hereby denied mosl emphatically, 
jointly and severally, unless specifically admilted 
herein be low. As regards prelim in ary objection raised by 
the 1st l^arty in torineetimi wilh the maintainability of the 
claim Union and deciding it as a pinUtmi nonobjection before 
deciding thy claim. 2nd Parly contended that, the said 
objections arc irrelevant, mischievous and not sustainable 
in law and in facts mid have been made with the intention 
delaying, defcaiing and denying the right j'ul claim of the 
concerned workmen. 2nd Party contended that it is an 
admitted position thal. lhe present set of workmen have 
been fighting lor permanency for Inst so many yearn in 
various Courts and forums and (he 1st Pans- has been 
forced to protect the services oflhe present workmen only 
upon the orders of i he Court. Union further submitted that, 
in the course of (he multifarious proceedings in the \ arions 


courts, including rhe proceedings in the High Court'ai the 
hearing and disposal of the Writ Petition Mo. 279 of 2d0(k 
ihe 1st Party has failed to raise any of the legal objections 
and submissions made herein and hence the same be struck 
off their defence and the 1st Party be estopped from raising 
the same at this late stage of the proceedings and cool ended 
that this Hon + ble Tribunal has no jurisdiction to go into 
the preliminary objections raised hy the 1st party being 
bound by the orders of the Bombay High Court in Writ 
Petition Mo. 279 of 2000 and the order of reference of the 
appropriate Government, h is contended by the 2nd Part\ 
Union that at the time of hearing of the writ petition. 1st 
Party had consented to the order directing the Government 
to refer the matter lo this I lorfblc '[Tib Lina I and hence it 
estopped from raising this issue now before this Hon’ble 
Tribunal. 2nd Party submil that the submissions made by 
l he 1st Parly I hat, the order of reference being made on the 
direction of the Court is in contra vent ion of the law are 
false (o its own knowledge ant! record. 2nd Party contended 
that, it had been raising this demand of permanent'y since 
years and had given deluded written submksion.s to ihu 
Government with regard to the question of abol ition wherein 
the sham and bogus nature of the contracts had been aLo 
dealt wilh and all Ihese submissions were part of the reeoi d 
in W.P. Mo. 279 of 2000. espeuLilly in pamgruphs -l and 
even in the earlier proceedings, f he Government of India 
had decided to abolish the con (met labour system hr the 
present categories of work based oil the material be lb re ii 
and this materia) was stiff! c iem for it even hdve referred the 
present dispute for adjudication, llcncc, 1st Party's 
contention that the only material on the basis of which [Ik 
G overnment came to the cone In sum was ihc order of the 
} lon’hlc Rom hay H igh Court is incorrect nn the record anti 
its own knowledge, 1st Port} did not raise any objection to 
the same being allowed and hence ihe same binds ihc 1st 
Parry. Hence, the plea of shum and bogus had been raised 
before the Hon'ble High Court and die lliali Court applied 
itemind on the particular lath ofihe case before referring 
the same for adjudication, 2nd Parry further submitted thal. 
it had also raised a demand with the I si Party regarding 1 he 
sliarn and bogus nature of the alleged contracts and 
demanding that the present workers he declared und 
absorbed as permanent workers and on the Management's 
failure Lo respond to the same, sent the same to tlic licgmnal 
Labour Commissioner a king wilh iLs ju Milieu! ion. l.'nioii 
submitted that, ihc dispute was heard by ihc Asylum 
Labour Commissioner and on (he failure of the !m Paru 
Lin ploy er, to respond the same. the same was referred fnr 
adjudication. However, due (o the pendency of the prewm 
proceedings* the same was not taken up for adjudication. 
El submitted that all these facts ore wiiitin Ihc knowledge o f 
the 1st parly and have been deliberately suppressed by n 
and allegations, which are false io their own knowledge 
and information, have been made with a dc liberate nttei npi 
to mislead this Hon'ble IribumN Union fun her ^nbimiied 
Thai, the High Court has Ehc powers u> refer any d is pule lor 
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adjudication in exercise of its powers under Article 226 of 
the Constitution of India, It submitted that the 1st Party 
has distorted and misinterpreted the Delhi High Court order 
in Writ Petition No,6f 4Q of 2001 and the judgment of the 
Apex Court in SAIL for its ends. The Bombay High Court 
order is the correct interpretation of SAIL and in any case 
this HorTble Tribunal is bound by the same and cannot go 
into the correctness of the same. 

19 Union submitted ihat p the a negations made by 
the Isl Party regarding its Jocus standi are false and are 
dented. Union stated that it has permanent workers as its 
members and is fully authorized and entitled to represent 
the worker in the present reference. Union denied the 
contentions of I he 1st Party that the persons mentioned in 
the R eference are not workers of the 1st Party, It contended 
th&U the concerned workmen are their members and they 
are entitled to represent them in the present proceedings 
and the said contentions have not been taken by the 1st 
Party previously in any of the proceedings and the same 
have been laken now with intention of delaying the 
proceedings Union contended that, for adjudicating any 
industrial dispute under Section 2{k) of the industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 the rest of existence and/or 
apprehension of dispute, is completely satisfied in this 
case and the Reference is between 'the Employer' AND 
The Workmen 1 employed by 1st Party, 

20, With reference to the allegations regarding non 
-joinder of the parties, 2nd Party contended that, the alleged 
contractors keep changing, it had made the then alleged 
contractors party to the proceedings in Writ Petition 
No. 279 of 2000 bul none of them appeared despite being 
served, no reply was filed by them and hence they are 
presumed to have admitted the case of the Petitioners and 
hence their nonjoinder is not bad in Jaw and admittedly 
the said alleged contractors keep on changing hence it 
would not be feasible to make them the parties to the 
reference and admittedly some of the present workmen 
have been departmentalized, therefore, there is no question 
of any joinder of parties. Hence the objection of the I si 
Party is this regard is not sustainable in law. 

21, Second Parly Union submitted that, the 
contentions of the 1st Party regarding the definition of‘Air 
Traffic Service’ instead of'Traffic Services'mentioned in 
paragraph 4 of the Statement of Claim is correct and the 
mistake was a typographical error, 

22. Union reiterated that* the details given in 
Annexune A of the workers are correct and the said details 
were filed even rn Writ Petition No 279 of 2000 and in 
various other proceedings but ihe 1st Party did not ralje 
any such objection earlier nor it did file its correct list of 
contract workers before any authority, hence its 1 objection 
is not sustainable being mischievous and an afterthought. 

23. Union denied the allegations of the 1st Party that 
the loaders in the present reference are not doing the same 


and similar work as the permanent loaders and that their 
work is of routine and repetitive nature and state that the 
workmen in the present reference have the requisite skills 
and are performing the same, similar and identical duties as 
the permanent loaders. Union also denied that the alleged 
contractors refused to renew the contract on the ground of 
non-employment ofthe present workmen as alleged by ihe 
1st Party. Union further submitted that, the allegations 
regarding the supervision ofthe work being done by one 
Manish of M/s, Delite Engineer, the present Contractor is 
false as M/s. Delite Engineer is no longer the namelending 
contractor since the last six months, and it is not correct 
that one of the conveyor belt* at Serial No.) does not 
function as the same is functional but kepi shut by the 1st 
Party. Union also denied the allegations that there is no 
work available for the present workers and therefore the 
said workers are being deployed in different sections due 
to unavailability of work, It submitted that, there is sufficient 
work but the workers were deliberately removed because 
of ihe legal battle Union further stated that, the permanent 
workers were deployed to do (he same work from Terminal 
HA and the present Workmen could have easily been 
continued to perform the said jobs. Union/Workmen dented 
that these are not doing the same and similar work as 
permanent loaders and that the permanent workers have 
been specially trained for (he work and state that Ihc same 
is false as per the records of the 1st Party, Union/Workmen 
stated that there was no training provided and the work is 
the same as was being performed by the present workmen 
and (hat these workmen have the requisite skills to perform 
and were performing the same, similar and identical duties 
as the permanent conveyor belt operators and that in fact 
rhe work being performed by the presenl workmen requires 
more skill and technical qualifications than required for 
Conveyor belt operation. Union also denied that the 
averments made by the 1st Party that, the Terminal I IB is 
not operational and contended that, the same are 
mischievous and misleading with the deliberate and maEafidc 
intentions oF defeating and denying the present workmen 
their legal rights, 

24. In view ofthe above pleadings Issues were framed 
on ] I -12-2007, at Exhibit 65, and on ihe application ofthe 
I st Party dated 5-2*2008 and ot 2nd Party dated H-1 -2008, 
the said Issues were recasted, at Exhibit SI, which I answer 
as under: 

Issues findings 

1, Whether the contract between Airport yes 
Authority of India and Respondent 
contractors, is sham and bogus and is 
camouflage? 

Z Whether the workmen involved In yes 

the reference should he declared 
as permanent employees or the 
Airport Authority nflndia? 



5344 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : SEPTEMBER 20, 2008/BHADRA 29, 1930 [W\^ II Kc=l. 3tii>| 


2A) If yes since when? 07-03-2003 

3) Whether workmen involved in Yes 

the re Terence are entitled lo get 

status and benefit alnngwith 
privileges as of Permanent 
workmen as claimed? 

3 A) If yes, since when? 07-03-2003 

4) Whether workmen involved in Yes 

the reference are entitled to gel 
directions from this Court to 

Airport Authority oMndia to 
pay them wages and other 
consequential benefits 0 

4A) If yes, till what date? From 

[> 7 - 03-2003 

lill they 
work with 
Authority. 

5) Whether workmen involved Yes 

in the Reference are entitled 

to get the wages on the basis 
of equal work and equal pay? 

Whether workmen involved in the Yes 

Reference are entitled to get benefits 
applicable to permanent employees? 

6A) Whether Loader & Electrical Yes 

Maintenance Workers arc entitled 
to re I ief of conti n nation with full 
back wages w.e.f. 1-7-2007? 

7) Whal order? As per 

order 

below 

7A) Is reference bad in law as stated No 

by First Party in para 1 to A of its 
Written Statement and under 
Section 2 k of I. D. Act"? 

REASONS: 

ISSUE NO. 7A: 

25. This issuo-is framed on the basis of the 
contentions taken by both on the basis of lerrns of the 
reference which was sent by ihc Central Governmem, 
Ministry of Labour, as per the directions given by the 
Hon*ble High Court in Writ Petition No.279 of 2000. I si 
Party i.t.\ Airport Authority of India (Which is hereinallet 
called as "Authority*’) in its Written Statement Exhibit ME 
1S con [end that. Contractors are not made party and behind 
said conLractors nature of contract or its genuineness as 
challenged by the Union cannot be decided by iIjis Court. 
The wording of the Reference as set out reflect that this 
reference was referred by Labour Ministry, Central 
Government simply as per the directions ul’ihe lion J ble 


Bombay High Court and ask this Tribunal to decide whelher 
the contract between the Authority and the Respondent 
contractors is sham, bogus and camouflage? As we know 
there ttmnol be status to any party lit [he reference as a 
Respondent, Much capita! is made by the 1st Party's 
Advocate saying that, such contractors are not made party- 
in the proceedings so behind their back genuineness of 
the contract cannot be decided. Besides they have 
contended that* the reference is bad for non-joinder of ihe 
necessary parties as ConLriiciors are not party. Alter all, in 
the Writ Petition on the basis of which J laifblc 11 igh Court 
directed Central Government to send I be re fete site nit 
Contractors were party in [he so id Wril Edition. I hey were 
aware of ik Even Authority was aware of it, still nuhody 
has made efforts to Implead Contractors as a pony in ihc 
reference. Besides, I lou'ble High Court hits directed Central 
Government to make a reference about the quest inn of 
genuineness of the contra el between [he Authority and 
the Respondents-ConlrjL’Lur.s. By that, it means that, the 
Contractors who were parly in the Writ PeLiiion and who 
were Respondents in that Writ are ihe Contractors and the 
Hon'ble High Court expects to decide the nature of the 
contract of those Contractor'; as to whether h is genuine, 
sham, bogus and camoullagc as claimed by the t In ion. 

26, This is disputed by the 1 sr Party I a filing 
exhaustive reply ar Exhibit \t-l. : 8 by raising number of 
contentions. Amongst 1 hem L one ofii, is unainiaituibil ity of 
the reference and jurist! id ion of this Tribunal over the 
subject-matter. According to Authority, order of referent- l- 
dated 07-3-2003 made by the Government of IsiU-Ll. Min Lay 
oTLabour New Delhi m tins Tribunal h>r adjudication of 
the industrial dispute specified in ilie Schedule Use If is not 
tenable. In th.e re fere nee it is recited that. Central 
Government was of the opinion thru, an industrial dispute 
existed between the employers-in re Lai ton lo the 
Management of the Airport. Authority of India and lheir 
workmen En res peel oflhe Mib feci-mailer spec Hied ml the 
Schedule/’ According lo Authority, llon'blc High Court 
in Writ Petition Ntv2?9 of 200(1 directed Uic Central 
Government to make a re Terence linr adjudieallon is hseEf 
defective and Hon'ble High Court cannot pass such an 
order and Central Government cunrioi make such a 
reference. Even wording used ilie Division Bench of 
our Hon h blc High Co oil in it* order dated I6-12-2N02 i* 
on ly reproduce by- th e C en t ra 1G <? vermoe n t w 1 1 i I e 1 1 iuk i si e ii 
reference. It reveals thai, she Central <mver iimcn 1 has noi 
applied its mitid which is required to be applied under 
Section lOofthe Industrial Disputes Ace, I 947. According 
Lo Aulhorily Control (.ruveninient imust Intrin an op mi mi 
that, there exists industrial depute and so It can refer lo the 
T ribunal tor adjud (calif m [; nle and un i i I op i n i oi i is ti in tied 
by the Central Government under Section 10 oft ndi is in a l 
Disputes Acl, 1947 rob ins; on report nf umiciliaiion 
aulhorily formed under Sou (urn IU of Indus! mi I>L pules 
Act, 1947 to whom aggrieved party ought to have 
approached and said machinery ought so have applied its 
mind after hearing both and subrnli failure report m that 
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respect to Central Government oti it. But here in this case, 
no such exercise nor attempts have been made by the 
Union. Union did not approach Labour Commissi oner(C). 
No opportunity was given to the Labour Commissioner (C) 
to resolve the dispute and set whether Labour 
Commissioner (C) can resolve it and if not can submit failure 
report as happens generally. Even no opportunity was 
given lo the Authority to make out its case regarding 
dispute referred by the Division Bench of the Hon'ble High 
Court about the subject-matter referred in the Reference. 
According to Authority the dispute raised by the Union 
was raised for the first time directly before the Hon'ble 
High Court and the Hon'bte High Court under Article 226 
of the Constitution of India made reference which cannot 
make a reference. Besides, Central Government had no 
material before it to satisfy that, an industrial dispute existed 
between the parties to exercise its powers under 
Section 10(1) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, 
Discretion of the Central Government to make an order of 
reference is dependenl on its satisfaction that an industrial 
dispute cither exists or apprehended. The opinion funned 
by the Government is only on the basis of the directions 
given by the Hon’ble High Court in Writ Petition Nck 2 79 of 
2000. Infect it is not the opinion ofehe Central Government 
which has formed after taking exercise under Section 10(1) 
of the Industrial Disputes Aei n 1947 as there was no material 
be fore the Central Government for coming to the conclusion 
that* industrial dispute existed which the condition, 
precedent in forming an opinion as contemplated under 
Section 10(1) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. It has 
clearly acted in dear contravention of the provisions of 
Section 10< 1) of ihe Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, Hence it 
is submitted that it is not a reference at all under Section 
10(1) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. According to 
Authority Central Government acted in clear contravention 
oft he provisions ofSection 10( I) of ihe Industrial Disputes 
Acl 1947 awl has taken decision only on the basis of the 
directions issued by the Division Bench or the Hon’ble 
High Court, Besides, Stand is taken by the Authority that, 
there should be dispute between the Authority and its 
employees. Admittedly employees involved in the reference 
are not at all employees of the 1st Parry. Unless and ihcy 
are employees ofthe I st party* they cannot be workmen as 
defined under Section 2{s) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 

1947. Since the concerned workmen are not their workmen 
as defined under Section 2( s) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 and its employees, iheir dispute cannot be called 
as industrial dispute. As per Section 2fk)of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947, since none of the concerned workmen- 
are the employees of the Authority and even it is nol the 
case ofthe Union that, they arc employees of the Authority, 
Union cannot rawe dispute on their freJiBesses if is 
contended that, the Union has no proper representation to 
raise this dispute. Not a single permanent employee of 
Authority supporllhe industrial dispute ofthe Union. Since 
basically it is not the dispute of the employees of the 


Authority, the dispute referred here for adjudication cannot 
be treated as, an “industrial dispute” and this Tribunal 
cannot decide it. It i^also staled by the Authority that 
Union must show thai* the industrial dispute is espoused 
by the sufficient number of employees who are members o f 
the Union and there is support of substantia I employees of 
ihe Authority or is supported by proper number of 
permanent employees of the 1st party. According to 
Authority, nut a single employee of the AulhonLy has 
supported the dispute. Liven it is nut shown that, who has 
supported the dispute, how many supports the dispute 
and whether they are members of [he Union 1 ? Neither any 
list of the members of the Union is produced nor copy of 
resolution passed in the meeting ofthe Union is produced 
to show that, a particular number of workers are supporting 
Ihe dispute. It is further stated thaL Union can raise dispute 
on issue of Notification under Scclion 10( l} ofthe Coni ract 
Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act prohibiting, 
employment of contract labourers or otherwise as laid down 
in Clause ( 5 ) of para 122 or the judgment passed by the 
Apex Court m case or Steel Authority of India Lid. vs 
National Union Water Front Workers published in 2001 111 
CLR349SC. However* there was decision of Government 
ofJndia to prohibit employment of Contract labourers in 
the said works. Hence Authority filed tfril Petition in 
Hon h ble Delhi High Court In that Hon h bIc Uc Hii High Court 
while deciding Writ Petition No.6540 of 1999 by its order 
dated 22-11 -2001 gpve the liberty to the parties to approach 
the Central Government, in accordance with the law* for 
recunsi deration ofthe matter on that point L in view ofthe 
subsequent decision of the Apex Court. According, lo the 
A uthor i t y con s iders ng th is suggesti on „ rcpmuniai ion was 
made to the Government of India, relating Lo the wages 
payable to the Contract Labourers who in turn indicated 
(hat, the circular dated 16-11-1999 relating to ihe wages 
payable to the contract labourers be treated us withdrawn 
observing ih»i, it had no power to make such 
recommendations under the provisions of the Contract 
Labour A ct and Cc rslral ftu les an d such type uf i nslrucl ion s 
were issued by the Under Secretary to the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi to the General 
Manager, Labour Commissioner, Delhi. On [hat Airport 
Employees Federation of India, Kerala tiled letters Ifeicnt 
Appeal in Delhi High Court against the said judgment and 
order dated 22-11 -2001 of the 1 lorTble Delhi I Ligh Court 
which was numbered as LFA No. 530 OT20D2 in O'W 
No. 65 40 of 1999, On that, the Division Bench ofthe Delhi 
High Court passed an order dated 24-7-2002 observing 
that, there were no merits. According to Authority* Tribunal 
cannot decide whether the contract labour in any 
Establishment should be conlinued/abolished or not. It is 
ffte prer<?gflffwe ofthe f itn'trnfncnl of Indki u* consider 
decide said point. It is submitted that, this Tribunal has no 
jurisdiction and this Tribunal cannot decide whether 
employees working under contract labour can continue in 
the establishment ofthe Authority or not. According to 
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' i■!■.o!'i l v. since employees involved in the TOtereiKc on, 1 
;! i : i'w employees of the Aulhoriiy they e;miuii be 
r-.prei-ou^d tlin>i jil h tills l hiion El is also contended Mint, 
i 1 ;ce th e C' l.-i n r<i I G o vv rn rue i it uu led i n c lea r c on L ra vei ninjc 
n I'Seen-in I uc 1} ol'ilic Industrial Uisputu* AcL I L >47 :ind 
'■'.mi El: k l- n th^LHion only on lhe bnsis i>l‘ the diivsiimis of 
rk Division Eli/ncti ofl loikble R cun bay 1 !igh Court made j 
-■ -idi -.:ni: l:. u rrlv 11 si ;j p 11 1leu.1 iissri oflniiid a.n<3 w ji3im 1 t Ibl Iowing 
:!:-. l puu-eikue ns laid down under Sect mu 11){ 1 j of ihe 
!:\i,; nii L,]l nispufes Au. NH7 doestuUrequireioconsidei- 
.'.j-d ilts e tu rmeti. 

?■; No on die hnsiK ol those viiul eontcniion-. \v c 
! -.iW j l-. ' tie u id e t I u s i s> ue us o p re I in i i naay is^Li^ or as a i i ul i n 
i-sue which ^ues to itio com ol the Lyse as well help ml 
_ k\ kii li u Lhe powers uf this I n hu ei a 1 

2W As junsilifiiun of'Ibis l'ri burial ss concerned 
■ I L >v;- El.' -l-c.. uh.i! is the sub ject mutter ol'the reference? 

■i'ihjLL’ inaiei u\ die re te rente is; 

■1. Wbi'iiiLT il.e eontiact between Airport Authority 
ol'Tmii.L and the respondcnis cofilfficior’K is a sham 
l l i i - J bogus mid ii ;i cumonfluge lo deprive lhe 
w orkers concerned unlit pet it ton of benefit s n\ lii lable 
to perni ll 11 ei i i \vnrk 11 let i o f A irptiLl Authori 1 y of I:id ili? 

2. Whether die workers concerned in ilu; petition 
should be declin ed us permanent workers of Airpnri 
Authooiy M India- 

_V Whai are die -wages und consequential bond in lo 
he paid loihe cockers cm teen Led lei die peliuon 1 : 1 " 

As per subject in utter ill die relbrcncc, Government 
of Irului. Ministry o('I-iibnur. N r esv [)cIIil, dii'ecicJ ihis 
'] Vi bu n. l 1 1 o see whe 1 1- c s e-i i[i I raci he tween A i rpo n A lit hor i l; 
o' .iL.j contiaelijrs is shunu bo^us nneJ 

< :.'.-i>;::i:;c ■ the u^irker^ concerned in tlie 

■- : - '■ =a:e a id k: ->;o v-?u:thef employees involved in the 
!.^ cvHared ^ pcrmanesiT employees of 
■.u!' : L , ip.- :nd S?t^ euu he eiven to them. Sh? as 

■. . r .:v';■ ■.. t duller t 'l'ut.-d to die referenee. is the subject 
= o.y/.oJing vt^lus ol the employees involved in ihe 
.orsAiavi'i',-re udioi^cdly working lortht: Afibordy. In 
J i" i - re-io,:nC': j ■ iSACiomcnl of Endk^, Mini.dry of! ..hour. 
' = i: v. t V- -1 i, ■_ i d 'u/ re I'j r !o see wh l; th ste , c: n pkvy ecu ^ - i ike 

Uziici-u s 1 hi.- ir. the e^iahlisluneru [' sJu- 

■ ■: o or i 1 > i'r>i iih i h u d i s no; iiip ptwed m deei dc n c 1 h et 
-n:; l t-tiL>i> of tiic etnpl l? ymenl ofthe cant' .-i;; kii v: 

: it r> F L5-L -md propci. Js presumed h> the .'anhorily's 
".=. : .-'Catei - r hks Court is not ysktd lo decide w-'hctlier 

■ 'o^rucl t ;ii>'jur CL*n he nrohibiied or ii: tl^o 

c sI;ihir>hinejd i>l' 11 w AuEbority7 Yjc Ii n iixly il i^ ns: 'ttier 
preroMLjtive ol this i rib^l nor s-nbj^ci matu r 'd'liie 
i eifreuee lo decide whether eomruct labour can be used in 
Whorily since il h not within ?he jurisdiction ol this 
Tribunal Eo decide il\M -ispecj and U tn not even asked by 


the Central Guvem'i-cn : ' 'Ii■- Il'ilMUJl io ikvi-le :!ia' 
point. E^etoi'C this in m-:. k l i i I i m r i: > -i :\ik-,-.I :iu- 
question tifloctis smuui e: ii'.e vknera - .nei:t e \ IkIm. 1 .i:'n;i:' 
Mtiiislry. Presuiiiii'e ll 1 -: { c!i':lu i iu\ci Mi'icm :r-k \ub 
Tribunu! to decide whek...: ..uitrajt ijhourc.m ;vn^\; u 
Authority which did = ,:■!■ i ns l:itn:;i.i! m decide 

However, in my coitdiL-iv.l Cve, ihc qiu::-dn:i ol i.on- 
aboEiLioji of labour corn =■:■ .Uv-imon ol ',\w\'\w.\ l.d:otir 

Ml Atitlu>rity is uoi r.ii:e-.. ;p sk-'iauA i^-\ ... :: 

this TnhtiflLlt to Jcl'Mc ^ : c.! \" .d'olkion oik o:iii ::-l l.ihunr 
isjusl oud leeal ? 

TheeunkJii V-; . Ci-..-At 3'.Lip. \i.i l u-uy i--. 
isuiademechiiriicitlly ! v - v ■. : .lV:i:i\!i- i-:' I i kA M i 11 = >.i ■= ^l' 
Labour, New !Xdhi : ,u i= h.--^ neitocr ducu'-vd mi i!h‘ 
demand of the Cnio;i uf ilu A.naoi :;y oi: a. lk 

Usere ^^us nounuteml he : . -. , ■■ \■ i:i:i:: :j :L.i r n ■ ■pmion 
eilher to send die retei s i_l- e-i :iur. EX-sides. -l lu nrud u; 

llie Authority thal. sun.-■ .-! ■.^ Llmil-. of hidii.aiLiil Ni^p.iics 
An, 1 9A7 ar^ noi fo! U e ■. i.! k=a ‘ -\e 11 1 yl i (. ■ ua i cam: ut Li-^k 
L3eutrnl Cnjvcrmnnit to ^.■■l■.L i j icivree Li- th =s I i.i i.il f or 
lhat i I we pu use the i >r.k . ■ ■: i !■.-■ I Lun' l>L- 3 li _■!- C.-t.rt ■■■■ hiui 
is annexed by the l ir.e.y -eiili it-. Siaicn\ r.i n; CLrm i:isjid 
order while mukin:; leicicate Hoii'ble U-mmoi: rclerred 
judgment oi'Apes Cmm ,:i Autlioi iA nf Lhdi.i, f.Lpe 
\22 (t)(ai(2) parii (t llml! .:'.w i-i,■ ^i ii;v icleiencv o| thi.- iU'diY 
in Writ Petition NocM" of l ij 00 l!:i:jlI U-ioAOtil = i m m e 
preeisely referring |Mi .)*' ■ i :c :iii and pmu .1S I hm'ble 
High Court order lo niufe .i ivf-. reive m "Ik- ^ iiw einii'cni ui 
India for pending rule lv i\\-k«'J-,i> I i iliMKi! h’r Ltcr.idivMKon 
['tic word ing ol the iv \j m iii> 

■■]. Whether iLl 1 ^.= ■■ 1 1 ■:i l' i between A::port A Jihonty 
oV India and lIk- rcq'iHak'iiK ainj'neims. i^ :i d.arn 
and boiiUs and i ^ ^i i.. lii'i m11 ■ \igc 1 1' J c| 1 1 i e U 

vvorkerscoucCinL-d n; .he poLitioaiH henci.t'- .i^.ulahle 
10pernwnent wwhmen ei Aii pan Anil-.oi :t-■ India 

2. Whether the woike> ooixeriLcd ii. the petuii'n 
shntild he dec lared ;i:■ ■ ■■ t.: j : icnc woikcl'i of pori 
Aulhorily ok EmlL'. 1 

3. Wluit are the ■> -..e-. and Loii^equeiikal k.uslils io 
he piild to the wu: -e=s i o;k-_-m:l-lI ii-. :he n.■ m: i = i;' 1 

tn the said a.v.ie: -ij t \ Hi ■..- \ 1 '■■■: =.cce. t ilie 
posilioit uP jppri sSi -. - :i: as '.he s'-iia.il 

CAtvemmetU which i?; : ■ ah Iter-.- u Mils 

juncture the ca--c ui ids <■:•■■, -L. { i: lk ; A:K-in: it^ 
cansmt charm^e t..^ ■!..= k'■ : !-..u.mk iViVre 1 :e ol 

HotThk 1 }nyh Criur^i-'"' -re, d .:= J.. s cfL-ienec lia^ 

no mcrirnug. Wordiu; '.-l ,;.i- . ^dud. XiMi l-.iH 

agreed Tor ihc upproi ri.d-: ..\ ^■ n'.'iu cs she t .aituM 

Gflvcrnmont 'Vi- K-iei j:icc ol mi .,i,y oilier 

piLi'po&e |k h sk F e.-H L ■ ini:- I i i : : j. < V"i-i- i-:. ■ i lI e =: ' vp: u! I 
poi:us open inLrt = d:.:-. 

"All eonlentio':!- :-io jKSLi--^ Liie kept open m he 
ugiiaied before ih_- Lvin-crial l I'jbcimI " 
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That means, all points which are connected with the subject 
matter of the inference are kept open by the Hon'ble High 
Court and on the basis of that Authority has challenged 
the decision oflhe Hon'ble High Court before this Tribunal 
of making reference. But Authority cannot challenge the 
decision of Han’ble High Court of making of reference to 
the Tribunal before this Tribunal. If ai ail the Authority 
was not happy with the order of the HorTble High Court, it 
ought to have approached the superior Court on the 
deci s ion of muk ing reference by the H orTb le H igh Court to 
this Tribunal. But according to me Authority has decided 
to challenge said which in my opinion is estopped or cannot 
ask this Tribunal to decide the decision of the Hon'ble 
High Court in asking Central Government to make a 
reference to this Tribunal So on that count this Court 
cannot make any comment about decision of reference and 
it can not set aside and the subject matter sent by the 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi. 
Another point raised by the Authority thaf Central 
Government did not apply its mind which was expected 
under Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 to 
make a reference. k is also contended by the Aiuhority 
that. Union cannot directly approach to High Court and 
pray to make a reference as happened in this case and cited 
decision of Gujarat Electricity Board vs. Hind Mazdoor 
Sabha reported in 1995(87) FJR p.267 SC where reference 
was made onlhe joint application of the parties. Authority 
contended that, Union directly cannot approach Hon'ble 
High Court and pray to make a reference which is not just 
and proper According [□ Authority Union cannot raise 
for Ihe first time dispute directly in High Court under Article 
136 of the Constitution of India and Hon'ble High Court 
cannot send it unless provisions of Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 are followed. Again here when Hon'ble High 
Court has decided to make a reference and when Central 
Government, Labour Ministry, New Delhi, has made It in 
my considered view this Tribunal cannot go into thal aspect 
and consider the question raised by the Authority about 
making reference by Central Government as per the 
directions of the Hun + ble High Court. I Tat all Authority 
was not happy with the decision oflhe Hon T bfe High Court 
or decision taken by Central Government of making 
reference, it ought to have approached Apex Court as 
happened in the case of Gujarat Electricity Hoard vs. Hind 
Mazdoor Sabha (supra). Definitely order passed by the 
Hon'ble High Court is binding to all. k mean that, by that, 
this Tribunal cannot consider the grievances of the 
Auihority on this point and cannot quash and set aside 
the reference on that ground alone. According to me 
reference sent by the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi, under directions given by the Hon'ble 
High Court when is not disturbed by any of the orders of 
the Superior Court of the Hon'ble High Court, I have to 
observe that, reference is maintainable in the present form 
and not bad in law. 


Authority has challenged the referencenumber 
of other grounds including on ground that. Union has no 
proper representation. The reference does not comply with 
the provisions of Section 10(1) of the Industrial Disputes 
Art, 1947. According to Authority, reference is no nest. 
Dispute is not between the Autboriiy and its employees 
which is expected as per Section 2(b) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. According to Authority Section 2(k) 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 covers disputes or 
differences between employers and employers, or between 
employers and workmen or between workmen and 
workmen which is connected with the employment or non- 
employment or the terms of the employment or with the 
conditions of labour, of any person. According to me if wo 
read the definition of Section 2{K) it reveals Ihal: 

4 'Section 2[k): Ld industrial Dispute" means, any 
dispute Or difference between employers & 
employers, or between employers and workmen, or 
between workmen and workmen, which is connected 
with the employment or nomcmploymeni or the terms 
of employment or with the conditions of labour, ol 
any person. * h 

No doubt 1st portion of the definition covers any dispuic 
or differences‘between employers and employers, or 
between employers and workmen or between workmen and 
workmen. It is nowhere stated that, dispute must be 
between employer and its workmen as tried to convince by 
the I Et Party h * Advocate Mr, Patil On number of occasions 
Ld. A dvocale for A ulhority M r. Pati 1 re ferred thi s def:n iti on 
fc L Section 2(k) of The Industrial Disputes Acl, 1947 a net 
submitted that since it is not a dispute between the 
Authority and its Workmen or it is noi supported hj the 
workmen oflhe Authority it cannot be called as industrial 
dispute. Even in Written Statcmem he spent number ol’ 
pages on it saying thaf since it is not a dispute between 
the Authority and its workmen, it cannot be called indusLriai 
dispute under Section 2{k) oHhe Industrial Disputes Act. 
1947. But according to me last portion oflhe defi minus 
which is important and which reveals that, dispulc inusl bo 
of employer and its workmen, At the cost repel it ion kiss 
portion of the definition which is connected with (he 
employment or non ^employment or the terms of the 
employment or with the conditions of labour of any person. 
Arthe most Union has to show- that employees involved in 
the reference are covered under the definition of employee. 
The evidence,broughl oil record and stand taken reveals 
that, employees involved in reference are working with die 
First Party. No doubt Authority is denying their stams us 
ils employees. But admittedly they arc working for 
Authority is fact. Nature of their relation will be decided 
in due course. Besides admittedly employees m (be 
reference are working for the 1st Party. Authority i-< not 
disputing it and admitting that, they arc working lb* 
authority buL as contract workers. But ihe fact is 
that, they are working for the Authonly. U is the ease 
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of the Authority that, they are working through 
Contractors. Hoirble High Court directed the Centra I 
Government to send (he reference to ibis Tribunal for 
adjudication asking this Trdiunal to decide, '‘whether 
contract between the Airport Authority uflndia and the 
Respondents Contractors is sh^m and bogun ?" Ihvs on 
the point of, designation of ''Respondents-Con tractors’" 
Ld. Advocate tor the Authority submit T)iaf H Cnni rectors 
art not made party in the reference :nri as such re icy cnee is 
bad for nonjoinder of necessary party. FUd : v important 
to note lhal, HoiCbfe High Court hos asked Centra! 
Government to make reference using word -Teg nr ding 
contract between Rcspondents-CoiUruolors and 
Authorit) 1 *. ]n the reference there is no sialus to any p^rty 
as respondents as worded in the reference. In the reference 
(here is slams to the parties ai I si Party land the 2nd Ektrty. 
So if we apply Lbc analogy pointed out by the Authorities 
Advocate that, Rcspondent^Coutraclors are run made 
party in the reference has no mu Lining, as u is nol evpociL'd 
by Hon’ble High (’ntirt lo make Contractors as party in the 
reference since they were already respondent in Writ 
Petition No, 279 of 2000. Besides it is not the ease of the 
Authority (hat there were no contractors as a party in the 
Writ Petition and EloiTblc High Court asked the Central 
Government to make a reference regarding that contract 
which Union claim as sham, bogus and camouflage. This 
Court has to dec ide only whether die said eojitracis. u hied 
are referred in the reference and which were before ihc 
Hon'ble High Conti in Writ Pctiiion No. 279 ol'200n while 
making reference is sham arid bogus? 

dO. Authority lias made much capiial off hr proper 
represeniAiinn by (he mem bees of the Union for mnkirm 
reference relying on ci unions published m E961 1] E.IJ pnge 
436 SC while deciding the case of Homboy Union of 
Journalists vs. The '"Hindu 1 ' liombay. lie also refers to the 
citation published in 195# I LLJ page 500 SC in case of 
Workman of Dininkuthi Tea rslsuev.v. Dnriakucb Tea Estate 
andeiiaiiou published in 1 y70 11 LLJ page t32 bC iuens? oi' 
Workmen of Indian hxpres.s Newspaper Pvt. Ltd. c.v Ihe 
Manngcmeni of Indian Express Newspaper Efet li.l ;is 
well ns citation published m 19^5 E I.[ J page 9? hi of 
Neltai Cot ion Milk c.v E.ahour Court,. Madurai. E lo ufeo 
referred citrons published m 2005 U LLJ page K5'J of 
G uwahul i High Court in dccid ing fndian Oi U Niip Ltd. vv 
C.G.T.l.Guwaliali and citation published in ]')?? I I J p._w7 
in deciding ca.ne of Nulmnai .Viphall Product? Coiisi ruction 
Co.v.r. N.M Ki>i hziri In alllbes^ cilalioiiMm speellVyard 
stick is laid on die number of employees wbiui i>v spotted 
to sup pun ii> espouse ihe can^e to count tor to nuke a 
reference or io pn^ the irsoluMon so make re fere nee I"-.- 
ate on the membersllip of'lhe Union. I\ ven no any po ■ visi■. o 
is pointed oul of Industrial Dispute, 19-17 to snow Eu-w 
much numbers of mem hers are required to pjj* sc.ch 
resolution wliich is lego! and just which permits :hc : .mon 
to make relbreiuje. 1 krv employees wlm are imvrtvtd in the 
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reference says that. thuy are Lho members of the Union. It 
is to he noted Thai their slit us is ncu challenged by the 
Authority saying that., shey lii c not nnembers of the Union 
and when Ifnion represents Lhcnt one has to lake it in the 
liberal way to say lhal. ihey have power to psk the Union 
to fight for them as they are of weaker section. The 
Authority has not shown any provision where specific 
number of the members of rhe union is ok peeled which 
required to support to such a resolution lu make a reference. 
Cases referred by the Authority's Advocate nhows that, 
even a inember of the E in ion can even make reference as 
happened in case of Workmen of Indian Express. 1970 II 
LLJ page 132 (1371 SC So there no specific number fa 
required to support the rev 4 =.:1 ion empowering the Union 
to make reference. Acovamv. to me for wain of sup port of 
particular number cd'woihmen members ot'ihc 1 inion_ the 
Union can not be re.-uva inert in espousing the cause nod 
make a reference, 

3 1 „ On the basis of die lengthy pleadings of both 
tand on the strength of application given by 1st Party daied 
5-2-2008 issues which t^ere 1 ruined ai l:\Eiibit 65 wore 
recast ed at Inhibit 8 ]. With nuntbor of content ions of the. 
1st Parly it has takun c-mu'iuion that, this Reference is not 
mai nlai nabl e s in c e th i ^ t r Lb tu n 1 3 El as no juried ictiou. I ostcad 
of framing separate 3s^■.Je on that on each count I trail led 
iisuc in the following lmm which reads as follows. 

’’Is reference had in law?” 

which will cover rmrinNiinubi I ity of the reference as 
we LI a.s j uri sdi el Lon o 11 h i ^ E r i h i irial ove r t he sub i ecl-mal ter. 
As this Issue goe.s to Lite root nfi he case it is taken lirst for 
decision and discusdnn. So E answer thus issue in-ihc 

affirmative. 

ISSUE No. I: 

32) The total woik three employed by The 1st E^u iy- 
employcr company of pci'maneiu employees, 

casual workers und coirtTLKL workers details ol the 
concerned workmen Eu\c iiecr. set oul in list annexed, at 
Annexure f with Ihc picwnl reference i.u. mimberiiiii to 
20- 9 r 12“ 41 are workijig respectively Lire working in the 
Cargo C omp k \ & E m pc -11 \\ o re 11 o u w. C on v or He 11 llii d 
Rlecrricaf Maimcnanc. l j n( sit'dn?\ l l wo rkinen 20 w orkinen 
U.C- Loaders) are dome the work of loading and im lending 
of Cargo who Lire coifed H'* Oisuol S.ooders and the 
remaining work me n c?i' w h re h rhe 1 ti rsi nine ;oc cn ip I oy cd a *1 
Conveyer Belt Op^r:i; imi .vid Mainlenanet tvorkers ill 
Terminal 1A and ihe icm of 12 llic employed at Terminal IE- 
11 and they are doing llv uork uu onneuion Willi eleclrical 
iiiaintenynee at 3.3ivu-. t .111 I A: 11 Ai present Division Ll only 
I'i in esistenee- The JciluIs of these worknitu Lire sc l oiil in 
delnil the list marked I Annexure-l annexed to th^ Staicmeni 
of Claim. Thu work wh:ch riic l one trued workmen are 
carrying oul is (he wnrk of regular, purman^nl and 
perennial nature. 'I in: work width art the concerned 
workman arc eanyii.g out b ihe work pertaining to the 
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intergral part of the regular activities of the 1st Party, The 
duties carried out by the concerned workmen are of such a 
nature that the same have never been severable from the 
main activities carried out by the employer at various 
Airports in India, including ihe present location in Mumbai. 
The Mumbai Airport is flic largest Airport in India having 
domestic terminal at Santacruz and International Terminal 
at Sahar, Mumbai, The services rendered by the workmen, 
irrespective of their categories, are of most important nature 
because of the continuous and constant flow of passengers 
and cargo using the Airport facilities. As far as international 
passengers are concerned, the nature of duties entrusted 
to all the workmen p including the workers concerned, is of 
vital importance, as the international passengers cany on 
impression about our country based on their views of the 
Airports. The domestic terminal building has two terminals, 
As far as Terminal LA is concerned the flights of Indian 
Airlines and Alliance Air take off and land therefrom 
whereas fr om the other terminal which is known as Terminal 
IB, the flights of Jet Airways, Sahara Airways* etc. i.e. 
private Airlines take off and land. As far as the activities of 
the 1 st Party employer irrespective of locations where the 
workmen concerned are working, are concerned the same 
are interconnected and inter-linked with each other. There 
is integrality of activities and the nature of duties performed 
by alt the workmen irrespective of their status viz, 
permanent, Casual* temporary, contract labourers etc, 
cannot be separated from each other. 

33. The 2nd Party Union further submitted that, as 
far as 20 workmen employed ai Cargo Complex & Import 
Warehouse are coricemed there is no contract since 1st 
January, 1993 These workmen are called as Departmental 
workmen. Their designation is Loardera They are called as 
Departmental Casual Loaders 1 . Those workmen have been 
employed at Import Ware House and Cargo Complex and 
they are be irtg paid wages departmental ly h from 1 si January, 
1993. Though their dates of appointments joining areAvere 
prior to 1 st January, 1993, they are being paid their wages 
departmental ly with effect from 1st January, 1993 in terms 
of the orders passed by the Division Bench of the Hon'btc 
Bombay High Court on 3rd May*1991 in Writ Petition Mo 
1494 of I99B. Such directions were given by the Division 
Bench of the HotTble High Court on 3rd May, 1991, The 
Cargo complex at Mumbai was commissioned on 13lh May, 
1977 1st Parly, Ihc Authority, is the custodian of all 
imported goods and they have farther appointed Air India 
as their ground handling Agents at the Air Cargo Complex. 
All the imported goods are received by Air India General 
Handling Agency i ^ (GHA) from the carriers for 
warehousing wilh them r The days old uncleared cargo is 
thereafter transferred to the heavy cargo warehouse of the 
Authority and import warehouses of 1 the Authority. The 
latter is siluated at the distance of t 30 kms. Approximately. 
Only the normal cargo, moulding the perishable imports, 
hazardous goods and strong items are subsequently 
transferred to Air India (GHA). All commercial air cargo 
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weighing less than I Oft kgs and which is lying unckarecTat 
the Air India (GHA) warehouse for more than 10 days is 
transferred from Cargo Terminal to the 1st Party * 
Authority's Import warehouse for further handling 
departmental^. Similarly k all commercial import cargo 
weighing more dun 100 kgs and lying unlceared for more 
than 14 days are transferred from Air India (GI1A) to the 
Authority's new heavy cargo shed T Union farther submitted 
that at the Import Warehouse the Authority has employed 
20 workers as loaders who are directly employed under the 
Authority, employer, as permanent workmen apart from 
managerial* supervisory and clerical staff. The concerned 
workmen have been colloquially levelled and called at 
contract workers used to perform the same, similar and 
identical duties, side by side along with the permanent 
loaders and the nature of work performed by both these 
gets of workmen was absolutely the same* The Cargo 
operations at Mumbai Airport include handling of import 
cargo, export cargo, passenger baggages, ware-house, 
auction of goods etc. and the imported cargo is broadly 
divided into Heavy Cargo he. packages weighing more than 
100 kgs and light cargo below it and is accordingly shifted 
to heavy flight cargo sheds where parties and agents come 
and claim their goods. Operations of the loaders at these 
import light cargo sheds include receiving the goods, 
stacking/anrangingthem on racks and forwarding the cargo 
and to give delivexy io the claimants. It is submilted by the 
Union that, the woik of loading the light cargo sheds was 
carried out by around 120 workmen i.e. permanent loaders 
of Air India, Prior to 15th November* 2002 Import Light 
Cargo not claimed by the parties/agents from the sheds far 
more than 3 0 days was shifted by ihe Authority far farther 
handling to the import house which woik was carried oul 
by 20 permanent loaders and 21 so called contract loaders 
of the Authority. There 41 loaders received the 10 days 
old cargo from Air India atthe Import Warehouse, stacked 
them on racks according to their location* forwarded the 
cargo and gave delivery to the claimants. After 45 days 
these goods are taken for auctioning when these loaders 
transfer the goods to another floor and process them for 
the same. The work of handling 10 days old light cargo was 
Initially performed by 20 permanent loaders directly 
employed by the Authority. It is farther submitted by the 
Union that, due to increase in volume, of cai^o and the 
resultant increase in the work of loading and related 
handling work, the I st Party employer herein I.e. Authority 
commissioned appointment of 16 extra loaders in 1986. 
However, instead of appointing permanent loaders the 
Authority appointed 26 contract workers to work aloogwilh 
the regular loaders in the operations. From 1st November, 
2002 Authority took over the ground handling work of 22 
Airlines front Air India. Thu& Authority hasaheavy cargo 
Shed and light cargo Shed itithe Cargo Complex far ground 
handl ing cargo of these 22 A irl ines. However* the work of 
import light cargo which was carried out by 120 permanent 
workmen/loaders of Air India is now being contracted out 
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by the Authority (presently on 3ft tempo:,r . 
contracts) to M-'s. Omega Lnttrprise^ who has employed 
about 120 contract workers to curry out the said woik. 
However* from t si November, 2110? ihe I si PoM\ cmp:^-.cr 
has not shifted 10 days old light cfiru.o to me o m-civ-L:-^ 
As a result thereof 40 loaders erupt Lived by ihe Ai il h-: -r il ■- 
for shifting and fun her handling ,ti ihe import wnrvmiw.c 
have been Artificially disputed from their work 1 Ni.vi 
submitted that. Though the permanent loaders mi mb-Jr in .- 
20 have been shifted to do oilier work, they recesie roc:-' 
wage?;, etc. at much higher rates than the workmen i.e -ft . 1 
concerned loaders. A|> men tinned herein above 40 k i u i'.’ =::' ■■ 
employed by the Authority have been art ill da IE;- di-pi .uvu 
from Their work, k is submitted by ihe Union thru, MG- i- 
lotal ly artificial situalion created by the l si Party emp k iy or 
wirh malafidc intent ion"; and until a view m create n i 
paper records against the concerned workmen, ft is oNn 
submitted by the Union that, the Authority has changed 
its policy and instead of ULtnsfcrring unclaimed lighi e.ipje 
goods lying ir enrage for 10 days to the Warehouse he 
further handling since November, 2002, ihe uncLtime.J 
goods are kepL in the liglu cargo Shed it.se If for an unlimit.-d 
period and instead of assigning the work of light cargo 
handling lo the loaders already tin pi eyed by Lhe Am Iitii if- 
it has temporarily contracted out Hie work of 30 days' 
contract to one M s. Omega finierpriscs and I Of) co!U:'.'=vt 
workmen have been employed tu carry out ihese d= j! u: " id" 
permanent nature. On ilitr other hand 20 penmancnl w orkm. 1 '; 
and 20 concerned workmen have been doliber.ue!y 
deprieved of rhei r work through 1 h esc i l lego!, o r h i t r a n ;: : ; ^: 
unjustified chunges in (he service conditions and Hns h-;\ 
been done with mala fide i mem ions to defeat their claim for 
permanency. The nature of duties carried om by concerned 
workmen is essential and the work of loading and unload ing 
carried out by the^e workmen is an mtegia! pan o fill e d;w - 
to-day activities of the Authority. Authority pro-h ides 
Trolleys and such ol herein ipmenbi which arc required for 
carrying uni the duties hy the concerned workmen. liieir 
attendance is marked by the Authority and the mvslcr- 
rolls, which arc primed fn the name of" l Air Port Auihoriiy 
of India’ 1 are in the possession ol' the Aulhoriiy It is a No 
submitted by the Union that Assistant Cargo Monager 
Shri Chhada oflhe Authority supervise Ihe work and eoniml 
the concerned workmen and in the matter of leave nr leaving 
early they report to live said Assistant Cargo Manager Shri 
Chhada, Authority's No issues entry p-inses to the said 
concerned workmen which arc valid fnr one ye:nr. Proni 
November, 1999 Authority hd-s been deducting the provident 
fund contributions of the concerned workmen under ihe 
heading *‘C.P.F.” and there ii no contract Lir in all in Trspeci of 
loading and unloading Litiivitk’s carried out by the 20 woi kmen 
Concerned in the present reference. Il is further jathmitted hy 
the Union that Jhere are permanent workmen employed by ihe 
Authority fordoing tlie same, SLtniEar and identical work and 
they are getting much higher wages under various scttlemer.ts 
The wages, allowances and other k'rms and conditions of the 


permanent workmen mv r." 'wd pc nodi rally mu! (Ivy jiv 
getting nil the suiuuor; hei.mMs Midi .is homo, 11.R A 
P.F. leave facilities. iw isi- w m woe c 1 - etc j\ well ns Ivor 
wHires. V U.A..U.f’ A. wv ■■:: n;:i:y olher allowan^cs | h L - 
permanent workmen nr-: m-o Joim 1 . the work of loadnc 
and un Imiding like the 2> i w- u Lme;i concerned i n the pi e-.cm 
re 1 brent c. They are getting v.'ogcs ^ n times more- -ii;i!i ikv 
fircsent set of workmen. \V ! ='o;is coocerivd vd;ovii mv 
getting wages ;u tlv rnO: . .r iv^ i per day Lind i:'i c:i-c 
of absenteeism their .\:c ■ i-. dm r clI .md cwn :imnmi>,i 

the concerned workmen wnii'- uiom workmori Shri \-.lmk 
Saiinn who is work mg to.- n-oiv ibou 1 7 yeors end ihe 
Junior workman Shn M. N I kiti:e w ho o workuig >mee \ 
around 12 years both o! mu. , :-i :.ic jelling ^Ligc> .it i!ic :\i\j 
of \ls, 132.20 per day. b. l^ tutlu] SLihmittcd by tlie 1 Mtioo 
that, ih c se r v ic.cs n I'l tie ^ i ■ 11 c i r 11 e d w t n i; m e?i ;j ic esse m i a I 
and ctmtinuing ruutn e h.i -. '\ -, u nccepicd uiu! odmn-Ld Iw 
lhe l>y. General Manager il' m his lu?tcr dated noth 
February, 1098 ]n the mio R-ikt n is inter til ill suited, "fo 
shorl. ttLese conima kihen.'. .ve nrovuluuL muili iwdcd 
services incerpmg Lipu uii l!i^ .-lcrvLised L.Li LioupvMitioiK." 
It is submitted by the 1 'umu Lhut Auitiority maini.viu 
records in respect uf cmpIoy inent o:'i he um vcri iclI w orkoiei i 
including poymen( vouel'v: ■-. iiftice iK'tcs, h\\ mev-nge-. 
Assisl^nt L’nrgo Mlsoll^t cic l le Slil- h reennk ekwrlv 
retlect ihanhetonecrnei: 20 ’"■ -.okmen arc doing 1;ie vwu!-. 
ofpormancnl, rogukir omJ ;v : \ ’iui.i! namre ;w ihe kuuler-- 
in Cargo Handling Lind 1 h:■ : - 1 ■ ui I fL-renco iu d I helw l'lsi 
their work and the uoik = : d=e p-e: l r_=:n l v. orktiviiL^ I'.ji 
as the present set of 2:) u.-.; : oueo m L eoNLCrned who ;re 
employed as t .oaders and : i l 1 ■_-.il. I .k ileparimeiMLil kmdei > 
T'here is no contractor .imI fie concerned workmen mv 
directly work ins os T.i^d.-r'- under the 'deporiiuoni.d 
loaders" an d they arc er t il! ■: ■■: i -. j tli c be nc Hi? o f perr i im i u i ty 
frntn the date they compiled c^Muiimtms cmploymcnr ot 
240 day,s and the acuoo o: i.-_ Am horny m noi giving ilv 
status, beneiits and priv ii-„of permanent workmen n? 
thee once nvd workmen :.l-. fX-purcnentof iooders lIchIiK 
amount to unfair labour p’ ae'uvi Linder Items u,l(i .md I ; 
of l-iflh Schedule, read w :th ^eerhui 2 Litikd'tlic Industrial 
IXsputes Actj 1947. Il i.-. fuidier siibmiiied hy ihe Guinn 
1hut h the concerned workiueu .uc entitled u> tlv relief ol 
permanency and other LWise'i: vn:ial lelieis. 

XI. In this rcfr-rence ■ 'non challenged the sumu of 
the contractors and ihe.:- eOLnncnes.s elmmuig iIilll. 
uckially there were no a-n::'.iL!* ami eontruc(or , i sljirnn 
on record by the A-.itlw-rily nre cham, btmt;:: Lir.d 
cainoiinagc. Actually liieia wo-. :ni Tele played by Hie 
contractor. According Uj l mor coiployees unoleed m iiie 
reJ'ercnte were dircciK oii.Il-i i in- cm: mil of the A-.nhoritv 
and the oHiccr.s nfihe Aai-mriiv \wrc supervising their 
w-orh r marking thei r preie11; e .i■ id m li king die paynieiu On h 
they used cun tractors wlm .'. r-..- oamedeuded hy jnakinii 
paper arrangetnenijust (t: mprive riv workers logei waues 
lil par wi t h the w ages o f p c:: i =: 111 l?o l w ^ rk c r ^ work i ug < oi I h c 
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same post. Even Central Government* Labour Ministry by 
making reference asked this Court to decide whether said 
contractors mentioned by the Union in Writ Petition were 
sham, bogus and camouflage and were utilized by (he 
Authority'just to deprive the workers involved in the 
reference of benefits available to permanent workmen? 
Agamsi that, case of the Aulhority is that, they were real 
contractors* worker* involved in the reference were working 
there though said contractors upto 1992 and coulractors 
like M/s, Vijay & Co., M/s.Girija Enterprises, M/s, Sakpal 
Bros,, M/$.1 AC Enterprises, etc. were in picture. After 
protection was given by the Hon L ble High Court these 
workers were continued and no contractors came in picture 
as they did not want to continue the workers involved in 
the reference as their employees. 

33. In this scenario we have to see whether actually 
there were contractors as alleged by the Authority or there 
were no contractors and contract as shown on record is 
just paper arrangement and whether are bogus, sham, 
camoflage and name-lcnded? In that respect Authority has 
produced numberofdocumenls with Exhibit M-l 11 so show 
that. Besides Authority has produced original documents 
with list at Exhibit M-8& at Serial No.2 F which is an agreement 
between M/s. Gannon Dunkerley & Co. Ltd. and Aulhority 
for the year 2000-01, correspondence made with the said 
Company and contract with the said Company forexiension 
of contract and copy of conditions of contract. Besides 
that Authority has produced agreement of2002-03 between. 
M/s. Dclile Enterprises with the Authority and 
correspondence made by it F Authority has also produced 
copy of conditions of contract- Thtsc are the documents 
produced by the Authority to show that there were actual 
contractor* and the employees involved in the reference 
were working through these Contractors. Said is denied by 
the Union, [n these premises burden is on the Authority to 
show that, actually there were real contracts and they were 
not only name-lended but actually were working on the 
field and were get doing work of the contractors from these 
persons. Fn that respect no specific case is made out by Che 
Authority. It is staled that. M/s. Dclile Enterprises, M£. 
Gannon Dunkerley & Co, were the contractors. It is not Ihe 
case of the Authority that particular persons were looking 
after the work of these particular contractors by visiting 
Airport and by supervising the work. In that respeci if we 
go through the evidence of the Authority we find. 
Authority has led evidence of Shri Shetti Rajnikanth at 
Exhibit M-l/99. This fellow in the cross, about the contract 
states that, he has not verified whether M/s. Gannon 
Dunkerley &. Co. and M/s. Delite Engineers were having 
valid licences. He admits chat, documents produced in the 
present proceedings did not reflect about any licences of 
M/s. Gannon Dunkerley & Co. and M/s Delite Enterprises 
He states that, for making payments contractor was taking 
measurements. He admits that no such measurement shoe: 
is produced to show that, measurement wy* tak^n by the 


contractor for making payment to the contract workers. He 
admits that, measurement book is not prepared shift-wise. 
He states that no permanent workman work at the Terminal 
IA Conveyor Belt System According to him entire work is 
carried out by these 9 workers involved in the reference. 
He also admits that, even 6 permanent workers work with 
these 9 workers on Terminal 1 A. He states that, he has seen 
M/s. Gannon Dunkerleys and M/s. Dehlc Enterprises 
working on the premises of the Authority. He also states 
that, he contact contractors about work. He also states 
that* M/s. Gannon Dunkerley were the contractors at 
Terminal 1A where 9 workers involved in the reference were 
working. He admits that, though there was change in 
coni factors services of the said 9 workers involved in the 
reference were continued- He states that, he has lo instruct 
Supervisors or contractors to look after work of their 
workers. He admits that, the supervisor attended General 
Shift. He states ihat said work is required to atlcnd 
throughout She year. He admits that, he hasnu evidence lo 
show that Sequcira,Enterprises arc specialized Agency in 
that field He admits that, Authority has no documents to 
show that workers involved in the reference were 
supervised by their respective contractors. I Ic admits that, 
work of Con vcy or Belt System never slops. 11 c adtni is that. 
he has no personal knowledge about tenders since the 
said subject does not come under his purview, He slates 
that, he is aware of the number of the coniracis after his 
joining. He admits that, contract is given for work of 
Terminal IA as well as other work. He stales lhal, he never 
signs any contract. Ho admits that* he never gave any 
instruct ions to the contractors. He states that* generally 
contract is given to one company at a lime. He admits thal, 
there h no documentary evidence which classifies the work 
of ihe Authority which is of perennial nature and which is 
not of perennial nature. Then witness examined by 
Management is Mr, Kan war Kumar Mehata at Exhibit M-]/ 
101 who in the cross, this witness states that, he speaks 
about loaders working in Cargo Department He states that 
there was contract 1 upto December, 1992 for loaders for 
loading and unloading, in between Authority and those 
contractors. He admits that, thereafter there was Contractor 
from 1992- He states that, initially 22 airlines were utilizing 
that facility. Now there is increase in the airlines who 
wants Lhai facility. He admits that Umega Enterprises 
is the contractor ( for loading and unloading and 20 
loader* involved in the reference docs not belong to 
Omega Enterprises, lie admits that, staff of the 
Authority was supervising the work of these 20 loaders 
involved in the reference. He also slates that, their 
attendance is marked by staff of the Authority, lie 
states that, these 20 loaders are nominated as casual 
loaders. He admits tbat„ during his period there were no 
intermediary contractors for these 20 loaders, I Ic stale* 
that, contract workers are attending work of these 20 
loaders and also said vvork is attended by permanent 
loaders of the Authority, He admits thul* work 
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of the said loaders still subsists. Said work was not stopped 
till Authority was handling cargo after MtAU came in 
picture, 30 airlines are utilizing this facility. He admits that, 
he did not receive any complaint about these workers, lie 
admits that. Cargo handling goes on round lhe clock. ] Ic 
states that, work of 20 loaders is required to work in shifts 
and in general shift they are supervised by the staff of the 
Authority. He admits thal h permanent loaders arc rotated 
at different timings. He admits that, there is nu demarcation 
in the work of Cargo Department for these 20 loaders and 
permanent loaders. He admils rhag work is a 11 oiled on 
rotation to those loaders in the Cargo department 
irrespective oftheir status. E Ic admits Ihat, as per agreement 
ofOMDA daled 4-4-2006 these workers were to work tor 
an year. He admits that he has no personal knowledge 
about these rules. Then Management examined Vijay Nana 
Rhoslc al Exhibit MI/IH2. In the cross he states that, he is 
concerned with Conveyor Dell System installed at Terminal 
11-13 and 12 workers involved in the reference. Hl l also 
deposed about Electrical Maintenance Department of 
Terminal 2. He admits that* he has seen those J2 workers 
working there and 13 conveyor belts. He states that, there 
are 31 employees working there and some of those are oil 
permanent pay roll of the Authority. They are shitted m 
different places as per the order of the Hon'ble High Court. 
He admits that. Authority supervise the work as per order 
of the High Court, Ho admits I hat ihcre was no in lamed wry 
between these 12 employees and the Authority. He admits 
that, officers of (he Authority wore supervising the work 
of the said workers. He admits that he has no personal 
knowledge about contentions taken in Para 3 of lii^ 
affidavit. He admits thai these t2 employees involved in 
the reference are not concerned with M/s. A.P. MoreJy 
Pvt. Ltd. He admils ihat, he has no idea whether Udile 
Engineers has licence about ihesc 12 employees, ] le admit* 
that some permanent worker* arc working with these 12 
employees involved in the reference. He is unable to 
distinguish whether 12 employees involved in the reference 
have the less or higher qualifications than lhe permanent 
employees. He admits that, work of Conveyor Re it System 
is part of the work of the Aulhority. I fe adw its thul, major 
work done by these 12 employees is similar lo that of 
permanent employees. He admits that, no documents are 
produced by the Authorily to show that these 12 employees 
are working under the contract prior to 1944 also. I'hen 
Management examined. Dr. Sarada Prasanna Chnudharv 
at Exhibit M-1/103 who admits lhat, transfer of Conveyor 
Bell system from Authority is not Intimated to the 
employees involved in 1 he reference, lie admils that, some 
of the employees arc working with Ml AT even after transfer 
Of the Airport. He admils thai, officers who deposed in 
these proceedings are working for MIAL still I hoy arc on 
the roll of the Authority. 

36. Resides this evidence. Union has produced 
documentary evidence with Exhibit U-26 under the litle of 
'Traders Documents" In the said documents Union has 
produced security passes, same page of alien dan lc 
registers. Duty Ruius T copy of wages registers and payment 
vouchee calculations nfDiwuLi gill for ihtryear 2(M)5_ wage 


| Pari II— Rr:t\ 3(ti)| 


slips of permanent loaders* overtime wages statem cut 
letters/co-culled contract of 1991 and number of other 
documents. Union has also produced some documents 
with Exhibit U-27 underlie tiile of Conveyor Bell {I A). In 
(he said document Union ha* produced Seenrisy passes 
issued u> the workers, letters written by the Authority 
Airport Police asking lo issue die workers passe*, copies 
of tenders, sample of attendance registers of the workers 
from 1993 ^ attendance registers, sample of the AAl payment 
vouchers and number of other documents. Besides Union 
has produced documents at Exhibit U-2B under ihc iille of" 
Ll Cotivcyor Belt - Departs nenut I ly workers" workers working 
at Conveyor Belt System. In ihc said documents Union 
has produced Security passes issued to the workers, sample 
copies of wage rcgsstm -pnymenl voucher*, ruiHcr of 
permanent workers, doing lhe same work. etc. etc. This 
production of documents U objecicd b\ ihc Authority 
saying that, those are not genuine and those should not 
be read in evidence alleging that these d out u men is are 
fabricated. However, no .special tnse is made out by the 
Authority in what way the\ arc fabricated and wlui is the 
nature of the original document* and in what way it has 
been fabricated- All lhe document* art" on the Idler heads 
of lhe Authority. Authority is nol challenging the letter 
heads on which the documents tire primed. Resides* ihis 
the witness of The Union shows ihat these unsure mod 
employees arc working for Chu Am homy and just ihey are 
shown as the workman of the vonuaeiors which L not 
correct one, 

37. In this case 39 workers are involved nul of.i9. HO 
are from loading a nd unloading m Cargo Depart mein and 
of which 9 working on Conveyor Dell System. Whereas 12 
are working at Terminal Tl-B in Electrical Mainleuancc 
Department According to Union service* of these workers 
are required since work is ol perennial in t Lire and wit In ml 
at! ending that work which es at tended by these workers 
Authority cannot run Airport. 

3S. In these proceed Lugs number of doc uni outs are 
produced by both, viz. Union produced a hunch r>E 
documents tilled as ' Loader* Outusnents 1 , with lisi at 
Exhibit U-26, Receipts of mein hers ol'ihe Union iti one 
envelope at Exhibit E.;-J 7. ]| also produced Membership list 
at Exhlbit-21. copy of the Constitution of Union. Annual 
Return of the Union, Registration number of Union at 
Exhibit U-29, copies of the correspondence which look 
place between Union and die Aulliurily and lu the various 
Departments at Exhibil UMfc Resides that, Union lias 
produced one payment iveeipl of permanent Loader at 
E\liibit.U-l07, Attendance Regisier and the Consliunion 
of Union and some IcLtcrs addressed by (he Authorities to 
various Departments with l:\hibit U'-114. U-1 LB and t:-122. 
Besides that, the Union h-is produced document under 
the title of Conveyor Belt Workers at IA Exhibit 27 
Documents with list iu Exhibit 2 $ under the mi I u of 
"Conveyor Belt Electrical Vkiiuleimce Workers Div.ir 
with Exhibit 26 h some document arc produced by the Union 
under the title of various documents. Against that. 
Management has produced number of douumenl* with 
Exhibit M-21M-7U M-9o. Vf-100. M-8B,\M(M. Besides, 
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Management has produced various documents at Exhibit 
M-lll. 

39. Besides, this oral evidence is led by both. Union 
has examined Shiva] k*o MokaE at Exhibit U-ftt, who speaks 
about workmen involved in the reference, their dates and 
wages paid to them. He also refers the history of the 
proceedings and how reference came before this Court. He 
also describe how cargo is handled and how working of 
these workers is essential and important to discharge their 
duties which is essential duty of the Authority. He also 
stares how work is increased and how additional man-power 
is required to handle said work and coup-up with if In the 
cross this witness states that he has evidence to show that 
he is working with the Authority from 1 'b-1986. He states 
that, he worked with Contractors Gurija Enterprises and 
then with JAC Enterprises. He further states that he was 
then with the Authority. He states that p in 2007, 
17 Labourers were working. He admits that, last contractor 
was JAC Enterprises. He states that. Authority has also 
appointed 19 permanent Loaders, He states that, nature of 
work of permanent loaders and the work attended by the 
contract labourers is identical. However, there is difference 
in wages. He admits that* Union never challenged the nature 
of the contracts and claimed anywhere to declare the 
contractors are sham, bogus and camouflage. He admits 
that Union never approached any Authority and claimed 
any relief against the said contractors. Then Union 
examined Agasthya Pingalkasham Agasthya Nairat Exhibit 
U-84 who also described the nature of work done by these 
workers and permanent workers. He also tried to throw 
light on the wages paid to the workers involved in the 
reference saying that, these workers are paid on daily 
wages @ Rs.200o£K) per day whereas permanent worker* 
are getting Rs. 16,000 to Rs.2O*D0O per month. He al so tried 
to emphasis How important is the work which is attended 
by the workers and how that work cannot be segregated 
from the activities of the Authorities. He claims that name- 
lender contractors were introduced by the Authority to 
deprive the claim of workers involved in the reference. He 
also asserts that, the work done by them is crucial of the 
Authority which cannot be segregated and wilhout that. 
Authority cannot run Airport. In the cross this witness 
states lhaf he Is working at Terminal LA from 2-4-1995. He 
denies that he is working with contractors M/s, Gannon 
Dunkerley & Co He admits that said Company was paying 
the wages to him. He slates that. Union filed complaint 
against bogus contractor* but he is unable to produce 
copy of it. Then Union examined Saji Nair al Exhibit U-8S. 
He also tried to throw light on the nature of the work 
attended by the workers and how important work, is done 
by them which carmot be separated from the main activities 
of the Authority He also states, how workers are working 
at Conveyor Belt. He is speaking about workmen involved 
in the maintenance of Terminal 11. He explains work is done 
by them of Conveyor Belt and how their duties are important 
and without that the Authority cannot run the Airport. He 
also states that* maintenance work is done by the workers 
involved in the reference which is also stero-type which is 
attended by permanent workers on the Conveyor Beh. 1 le 


state* that, these temporary workers are helping in th* 
maintenance work and they are doing work of maintenance 
with the help of workers involved in the reference He admit* 
that; he was working with contractors M/s, Delite Engineer* 
upto 1-11-1994 and from 1-1 l-l 994at Terminal tIB with the 
Authority. He stales that, the work done by him I* of 
permanent nature and Authority cannot run Airport wilhoui 
work attended by the workmen involved in the reference. 
Against that the Management, in lieu of examinaiion-iiw 
chief fi led an affidavit of Selti Rajnikant at Exhibit M-99 T 
who is Assistant Manger, Electrical and is working with it 
since 28-1-2006 and prior to that from 2000 as a Junior 
Engineer. He is on the point of contract workers involved 
in the reference and the nature of their duties. He gave 
history of litigation and also states that, what qualifications 
are required for appointment of the employees on thal post. 
He also speaks about Contractors and way in which 
Contractor* were introduced and were working on the floor 
of the Authority. He named Contractors like M/s. Gannon 
Duinkerley & Ca, M/s. Sequerra Enterprises, M/fc Delite 
Engineers, who gave tenders and whose tenders were 
accepted by Ihe Authority, He speaks much about 9 
contract workers who are Involved in the reference and 
states how their work is not important. According lo him 
without their work Authority can run Airport. According 
to him they were actually working on the floor of the 
Authority and were supplying the services wilh the help 
of these contractors. In the cross this witness admits that, 
joined Authority in 2000. He states ihal, there are various 
steps of Conveyor System which is Departure Conveyor 
System, Arrival Conveyor System installed in the Terminal 
building. He claims that, the Conveyor Belt System U 
owned by the Authority, He admits that, electrical power is 
required to run the Conveyor Belt System. He slates that, 
the System is run round the clock. According to him 9 
workers are working at Terminal IA on Conveyor Beh 
System prior to 10-7-2002 with M/s. Delite Engineers and 
then they were working there with other contractors. I fe 
states that, tenders were called for before giving the 
contract to M/s L Delite Engineer* and he admits that, he 
has not verified whether Contractors M/*■ Gannon 
Dunkerley & Co, and M/s. Delite Engineer were having 
valid licences. He admits that, nobody can enter on the 
premises of the Authority without valid gate pass and valid 
enlry pass. He admits that, no permanent workers were 
working in Terminal 1A Conveyor Belt, He states (hat, said 
work Is done by 9 workers involved in the reference. Vic 
admits that articles are supplied as per the demand of the 
workers He states that, no requisition is required to release 
the articles. He admits that, 9 workers were working on this 
Conveyor Belt System. He admits that, services of these 
9 workers are continued though Contractors are changed 
from time and again. He admits that, he has seen these 
9 workers working there. He admits that, supervision is 
done by the Supervisor of the Contractor who supervise 
the work of these workers. He admits that, no permanent 
workers are working at Terminal IA from 2-5-2006 and said 
work is done by 9 workers whose list is enclosed on page 
22 of 5-2-2008. Then he admils that, on Terminal IA 5 
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permanent and 9 con!raet workers work. He admits that. 
Conveyor Roll system is one and the same utilized by 
Terminals i.e. at Terminal 1E-A, Terminal 1J-C and Terminal 
I-ft, lie admits that, the said work is done Ihrough out the 
year U L - for 365 days. He admits that, he has no evidence to 
show who arc special!red in the Conveyor Belt System. He 
ad nuts that, he has no evidence to show- ihah work was 
supervised by the contractors. He admits that, he has not 
seen advertisement displayed by the Authority. He states 
lhal, even helms no idea whether names were called from 
Employment Exchange or by giv,ng advertisement or by 
inviting applications by giving advertisement. He admits 
that work ol'Conveyor licit System never stops. He admits 
thak Convey Licit System work at Domestic a.s well as 
international Airports is important for smooth movement 
of passengers baggage. He admits that, he has no personal 
knowledge about tenders nor since it his work. He ad mils 
that, number of contractors have joined al'Lcr his 
involvement with the Authority. He states that, said 
Con tractor is given work ofTerminal l A and as well us for 
other work. He admits that, he never gave written or oral 
report about the supervision of tlie work of the contract 
workers. He admits that, normal ly work of contract is given 
to one Company at a time. He admits that, the muster to Ik 
attendance for these 9 workers is maintained by the 
Authority, He also admits lhak he has no evidence Io show 
supervision of contractor supervising the work of Ihese 
workers, Then Management examined Mr. Kanwal Kumar 
Mehm. ai Exhibit M4/10I, who is Senior Manager (Cargo). 
I le is concerned with 2 I Loaders whose services are utilized 
in Cargo handling. E le also speaks about affidavit of Shivuji 
Mokak filed by union. He states that. Authority has 
employed 1 9 permanent workmen as Loaders, He described 
how cargo is handled, lie also stales that, when cargo 
which is noi claimed what is the procedure ol'ik According 
<o him cargo, if remain, beyond 30 days is shitted to cargo 
tower which is called as _L old cargo 1 ’ and if the cargo is rot 
claimed arc auctioned for that services; of cargo loaders are 
required tie >4:tCes that* Authority took over the ground 
hnrrdting work o! 22 ah lines from Air India from 3-11 -2002. 
He thik prior io Lhui Air India was the ground 
hiuxdtivig agency ofcir go. According to him Impermanent 
lo-iiijn are employed by the Authority. According lo him 
there were 17 centred workers He states that.. 20 contract 
huiders artworks mi there who are getting minimum wages 
ngaiusl that permanent workers who are gelling rcguEar 
paymeriLs. He admits |har r Authority provides trolleys io 
carry oui the work of loading and unloading of !be cargo. 
He admits dial, work of 2(1 com met loaders is supervised 
by the contractor. Headmilslhat, 20comrati labourer are 
re porting lo the officcr-inn'twee whose attendance is 
marked by the Aultiorily. He admin* tbat n the Authority 
main la ins the record in respect of the employment of l he 
said persons who art called as contract work its. In die 
cross he admits that T he has no knowledge how loaders are 
appointed in the cargo department. He admits that, upki 
[Jetember, 1992 there was conduct regarding those 20 
Loaders bul thereafter there is no conlrack He admits that 
22 Airlines are taking advantage of cargo facilities, handled 


by the Authority. There is increase in the work and with 
the help of 20 loaders which is not sufficient to coupe-up 
with the work. He admits that, there is incase in the work 
within these 25 years. According to him 19 permanent 
loaders are working, fie slates that these 20 Loaders 
involved in the reference were initially working wiLh 
contractors M/s. Omega Enterprises. He admits that, at 
present work of the.se 22 workers is supervised by the 
officers of the Authority and their presence is marked. I fe 
admits that, during his Ienure there was no intermediary 
contractor aboul those 20 loaders. He admits that, work of 
these 20 workers is continuing. He admits that, at pcesenl 
30 Airlines are taking benefit of said cargo handled by 
MIAL. He admits that, he did not receive any complaints 
aboul these Loaders involved in reference. He admil&tJun. 
these 20 loaders arc required to work in the general shift. 
He admits that, he did not come across lhal any contract is 
produced in respect of these 21) loaders. When there is 
increase in work over time is given to these 20 loaders. He 
also admits that, they work at different locations and they 
are rotated at different places. He admits that, there h no 
demarcation in the work of Cargo Department for casual 
loaders* Le. these 20 loader^ and permanent loaders. He 
admits thah work is allotted on rniaiion. He admits that. 
Authority levies charges tor handling cargo of different 
Airlines. Then Manage meni examined Mr. Vi jay a \any 
Qhosaic, at Exhibit ML! 02, who speaks about 12 workers 
working in the Maintenance Dcpariment who are called as 
Wjremam Mechanic and Khalits is. He admits that, these 
workers are working tor many yeai? : Resides thsiL. he 
speaks about 32 workmen working at Baggage Conveyors 
System installed at Terminal 2A and 2C. lie also speaks 
about MA. MoriingpYt. Lid. andlVL's, Interroller. Singapore, 
lie admits lhal* said workers arc working tor Iasi many 
years by virtue of 1 st order dated 2-12-1992 and last order 
dated 16-12-2002 of the Hon'hie Rom buy High Court. 
According to him these contractors were independent and 
qualified. He states that, upm 1994 there were contractors. 
In the cross he states that., outsiders cannul speak abnui 
Conveyor Belt System. He admits lhat, ihc documents 
produced by the Union under ihc head of J-.MD- II H is 
maintained by the Authority and E-ngjineers of Authority 
were preparing duty roster of these 3 2 employees in LM [). 
H c a Iso admits that, th e documents at page 5 0 -l?4 ti I' E M! J 
workers Division-M are signed by-the Manages' Engineering 
of Terminal 2. He ad mils lhal there is no intermediary 
between these 12 workmen and Authority. Ik admits [hat 
the Management was looking after these 12 employees, 
involved in the reference rill 3-4-2097 Ik admits dial lie 
has no knowledge about development from 2004. f le admits 
lhaL 12 employees were all ending work of maintenance of 
street lights* operation o I water pump and normal cleaning 
of the installation, lie ii hot denying thru documents 
pertaining to these 12 employees may he with the Auilwiiy 
He cannot say whethei Dcrliur Engineers was having 
] ice nets as contractor of these 12 employees. lie admits 
Itiatsome permanent worker were worming w ith them. 1 le 
admit* that, ihtse workers were never removed by the 
Authorily between 1994 to 2000 He udmiisihai. she nature 
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of work of these 12 employees and that of permanent 
employee b of similar nature but is not exactly the same. 
He admits that, no documents are produced to show that, 
these 12 employees were working under the contractor 
and under the control of ccmiracor, Then Management 
examined Dr, Sarda Prasanna Choudhry at Exhibit M1/103 
who is on technical point. Then Management examined 
Ashok Kumar Malik, at Exhibit M-1/) 10 who speaks about 
the procedure of recruitment 

40, Besides this both demanded documents from 
each others by filing applications dated IN-2008 and 
5*2*2008. They also prayed to rely on the copies of the 
documents produced by them in that context After hearing 
both, order was passed on said application on 13-2-2008 
observing that both arc aware of the demand of the 
documents from each other. Et was also observed that, 
they know which documents are demanded by other side 
and still ft is pertinent to note that, most of the documents 
are not produced by each of them. It was also observed 
that, since reference b to be disposed off in time schedule 
given by the Hon'ble High Court, Court did not want to 
waste its time on it and asked parties to produce the 
documents. Even my predecessor gave opportunity to both 
to produce documents which are available with them to 
avoid inconvenience and delay. Still by these applications 
dated 8-1 *2008 and 5-2-2008 documents were demanded 
Considering the application filed by the Union and reply 
given by the Authority lastly Court passed orders 
observing that, sufficient opportunity is given to both and 
5 till it did not utilized it and produced documents and 
observed Uiat both to show custody and importance of 
the documents on which Court will draw inference. Now 
both have to show that, documents demanded are 
possessed by othereide and it is custodian of It. If both 
succeed in showing that* these documents are relevant, 
important and iti custody of other side, Court will draw 
inference. However, at the stage of final arguments both 
were heard and number of documents were referred by 
bothofihem, Meanwhile Union filed number of agreements 
of 1998-99,2000-2002 and Constitution of Union with list at 
Exhibit U/29. Against that. Management filed number of 
documents at Exhibit M-l /25 n In the form of Xerox copy of 
the correspondence of forwarding letter as mentioned in 
the list. Besides, Management filed Xerox copies of a 
number letters at Exhibit M 1/71, including copy of 
agreement alleged to have been entered in to between 
Authority and Contractor, copy of terms and conditions of 
contract, copy of vouchers, copy of work order etc. Besides, 
there is one complaint register which is in original form. 
Said complaint register shows that, the same is attended to 
by the workers involved in the reference maintained by the 
officers of the Authority and certified by the officer of the 
Authority on behalf of the Management i.c. Authority. As 
for as this original complaint register is concerned and some 
other documents produced* in the original form by the 
Union along other documents, Authority objected that type 
of production saying that, one has to see how these 
originals are with Union when custody of these original 
documents ought to have been with the Authority? 


Whereas Union's Advocate Shri Kulkarni* replied Itiak in 
ihe Evidence Act source of information or source of 
document is not material but one has Lu see what is 
evidential value it? After all, both have not died any 
relevant law or any case law in support of their respective 
contentions. However* the feel is that original is produced 
by the Union in a number of forms. Some are on rlic letter¬ 
heads of the Authority, Some are in register form and some 
by bunch. At the beginning the Authority was denying 
existence of the document. Even initially Authority was 
saying that. Xerox copies of the documents of which 
original ought to have been with the Authority but are not 
with it and since Xerox are filed by the Union it must have 
original of it. Then it contends that, those are fabricated 
and cannot be relied upon. However* no specific case is 
made out by the Authorities and pointed out, which 
document or which portion of the document is rubricated 
and which copy of the document is not the copy of the 
original. Even it is not pointed out what is the change made 
in the documents produced in the Court and what was the 
original of it? Authorities tried to give number of excuses 
on it saying that, since these documents are stolen by the 
Union and Xerox copies are produced, originals of it must 
be with the Union. In fact it is the Authority who has to 
produce Ihe originals to show thah Xerox copies arc no! 
copies of it which Union have produced. All this was going 
on between both. From the records tl appears that. Union 
succeeded in obtaining documents from the Authorities. 
Even It is not denied by the Union. No theft case appear? 
filed by the Authority about alleged theft of documents. 
Documents which are on the letter head oTthe Authority 
which are in Xerox form and since those arc rot disproved 
by the Authority that, and thereafter it is nol shown thal 
they are fabricated* in my considered View* we have to 
presume that, the documents brought on record have 
evidential value and can be relied in the evidence. Union 
has produced those under the title of loaders documents 
with list at Exhibit U 26. Then documents concerning ro 
workers working at Conveyor Belt Terminal A is produced 
with Exhibit U/27. Documents regarding workmen working 
in the Electrical Maintenance Division are produced with 
Exhibit U/28. Union also produced some documents al 
Exhibit U/16* with lisi at Exhibit U/21 and with the list at 
Exihibt U/29, It has also produced some documents with 
list at Exhibit U/4S, with list at Exhibit U/106* l J/107, U/IOJt, 1J/ 
109, U/l 12* and with 118, Most oflhe documents are on the 
Setter heads of the Authority. 

41. This is the evidence led by both in this case in 
support of their respective cases. 

42, No specific case is made out by the Authority by 
leading evidence that, particular contractor's person 
supervises the work of particular contractor. Even nobody 
is examined for contractor to show they were real ly work ing 
with Authority, with these workers. In this situation i find 
difficult to accept the case of the Authority that, really 
there were contractors who were working on the floor of 
the Authority. Besides not a single witness from 
contractor's side is examined by the Authority to support 
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its caw a,rd to conclude thak there wore really cnrjtrijctnn 
and workers Involved in the re Loren cv were working undcr 
them. Or the contrary Authority is unabk: to give name of 
any of the person who attended for contractors or who 
Supervises work For particular coniracior. Initially Authcmiy 
was saying that. Authority was neither maintaining cecoid 
of attendance of these workers nor supervising the work 
of the concerned workmen, Bui iiowly and gradually ns 
case progressed Authority wen! on admitting that, it has 
lo maintain record to m ake the pay me nt i n com pi v wi th chu 
order or the Hon'blt High Court, Resides it goes on 
admitting that work is supervised by it and Authority has 
JO rn^ke payment For the work. Besides, Authority go on 
admitting that, attendance was recorded as the Auditorily 
has to make the payment. Even admissions given hy 
authority in written statement is like this: 

L< .Authority appointed 26 contract workers to 

work along with the regular loaders in the operation. 
Authority submitted lhat, it took over the ground handling 
work of 22 airlines from Air India from 3-11-2002. The 
Authority submitted that, it has (i) Import warehouse (u) a 
heavy cargo shed and (iii) a Light cargo shed in the Cargo 
complex for ground handling cargo for the said 22 airlines 
and that, the work of import I i«ht cargo was earlier carried 
out by di fferent c apgo h and I ing agen c i es besi dcs Air India. 
Dug to volume of work M/s. Omega Enterprises. Mumbai 
has been entrusted to cany out the w ork of handling of 
import light cargo and pan of it is handled by it. Hence the 
allegations that, the work of import light cargo whieli was 
carried out by 120 permanent workmen/loaders of Air India 
was then being contracted out totally are not correct/' 

“.It submitted lhat duo to administrative 

reasons it docs not shift 10 days old light cargo to ilie 
warehouse and both sets of loaders have been redeploy ed 
to make optimum utilization of available work force, 
following rise of work load: due to handling of parnllel 
cargo operation. They are ulilizcd/dqputed on exigencies 
i of services of Cargo dcpartmenl e,g. when work at Imporl 
Warehouse reduced due to post PACT Operations, the 
Loaders were redeployed at various locations at Air Cargo 
Complex; Sudi as permanent loaders were deployed al 1. Li. 
Centre; whereas casual loaders were deployed at E\pon 
Shed and some of them were retained at Import Warehouse. 

+b .Authority submitted Thai there are onK IQ 

permanent Loaders employed by it There arc IS contract 

loaders on work." 

r ..It is ftjrtSier submitted that, the concerned 
workmen receive their wacei ai a lower rate, since rhey arc 
not permanent workmen but are protected by the Hiy.h 
Court order, pending hearing and final disposal of the 
matterT 

bl _Authority reiterated that, mi and from '}- ■ i -!t.'h2 

it does net shift Leo days old EigEit cargo to l!ic wart.hou- 
for further handling due to administrative reason; hoi n 
started shifting recently the unclaimed ^oud* kepi in rise 
light cargo eLi ed for an i nd cf m tile peri od an d that ih e wr- h 
of Eight cargo handling has be ,J "i assigned to the contractor 


due to the increase in volume of work intermittently 
involved; which the esisiinii loaders are me a pa hie of 
handling." 

.NT's. Omega E-.iKlt prises Iuls been entrust ed 

with til e c cijitracUia l job ; l x -/ y n m c nt. A l it h or it y k n li t a \v a re 
whether he has employed I ?() cmmacE labourer; Id cany 
oie[ the said work and the work carried out by [lie said 
contract labourers is not o:'n pen nan cm nature. Aiiihorhy 
further submitted that rebuiltJ ^ork n> the permanent 
work in eti employed he i: a* I s . ell us tn Lhe concerned 
persons. The concerned w erf men cannot claim lhe bene In 
of permanency, as they an: milialk mil kmen oi the 
Contractor. 

b ’.| 2 (> contract '■-.oik men had been employed lo 

carry out tliosa duties of pc: nimieut nature and that on I lie 
other hand . . . r AuEhnr!t\ .-u.Emitted that its thi\ he da\ 
activities have not hi tig in ■ In w i iblhe wm k of loading amt 
unloading of cargo* i! t.s t here fore, that the work of loading 
and unloading carried ulie hy Elmse workmen was ml 
integral part of the day- lo- day activities of the Authority/' 

y ' .After Jarumy. ! L )\U they have been p rule* led 

by the said orders of the 1 Liglr {'umi of Bombay tind hence, 
thereafter, the Authority has to do the work oFsnpcmsion, 
management and control o\ er their w ork and hence merely 
because there is supervision. mmumeipenl and eoritml over 
their work by virtue of order of lhe High CounT 

ib .The Aulhoriiy submitted that it engaged 

M/s. Gannon Dunkerley A Co., Ms. Sequera Enterprises 
and M/s. Delice Engineers llirontili die tender p rue ess." 

>l . . . .Authority sub mi tied thal there are 13 hells at 
Terminal 2-A and 2C and 33 per man cm workmen are 
maintaining the same round lhe el nek " 

, hence their a! ten dunce was eeniJied by the 
officers of the Author ik LL|; d die til ten dance record and 
the aUendzmce record w^s ini-wsirdud to Hie Acemmis 
Dcpartincnt for effecting llv pay men 1 ofwag^s,'" 

L '.. .Authority suhmilted ihm e he duly carried m)i h> 
the permanent workmen ;iu^ichcd lo (he Coiwcyoi Kek 
Sy.stcm is entirely ol lhe spccmit/cd nature Etnd the 
permanent workmen hud been lraided by tbc Imginccrs of 
M/S- A.P, Morliu^ P\i. [.id. to handle the sophisticated 
and new technology -version of tlie fom-cyor Belt System 
installed at Terminal MA." 

- L .llowvvec. Lhe Airpoit Mutugcrlul 

Personnel check tlic coniiactual work: which are heine 
carried out hy the conLractor, t^■' .LwcrtLiin w Eielhur it is w nh 
reference m the specilic.uioti of llie ii^rcemont/' 

".The A ullt ri r i t y s u h m i 1 le lI Ll i at O pe rLLt i o ns 

Department has issued Job Uesctipiion ^Duties and 
Respons i bt I it ies) o f the .A i rpo n M an ;i gers n n<3 i he fu nc t i em.s 
which are of a general 21 . 1 m re; nre based on the head¬ 
quarter's guidelines: which kivi- been inuuiiiornted m IS(> 
matiual. Autborily submilled linn lhe contracts entered 
into with the contractors arc in accordance with ihe Rule.s 
and Regulations.' 1 









[umi-^TO 3(ii)1 


'RTOT PI5I * 20,2008^^5 29, (930 


5357 


So from all this it reveals that there was tio contract 
and admittedly from 1992 onwards there was no contractor. 
It is to be noted that reference is sent by the Central 
Government, Ministry of Labour in the year 2003 and record 
reveals that there was no contractor in picture atleasl from 
! 992 as far as this reference is concerned. When there was 
no contract and work is done by these workers which is of 
perennial nature which is equally important lo the work 
done by the permanent workers of the Authority, 1 have 
to conclude that, the contracts alleged by the Authority 
are sham, bogus and camouflage and there was no 
contractor at all to which the workers involved in the 
reference were working. So I answer this issue to that effect. 

ISSUE NO. 2 &1A: 

43. When Union succeeds in showing that there 
was no contract and when their work is of permanent and 
perennial nature and without which Authority cannot run 
Airports as well as attend the passengers and cargo. Jt is 
also not the case of the Authority that there is shortage of 
work. On the contrary witness of the Authority admits 
that, there is increase in the work particularly in cargo 
handling as well as trafficking passengers. When there is 
increase in work and when without that work running of 
the Airport will not be successful, in my considered view, 
one has to declare that the work of the employee at Airport 
is essential one. Besides, it is not the case of the Authority 
that workers involved in the reference are not qualified No 
specific case is made out. which type of qualifications 
required for these type of workers working in Electrical 
Maintenance/Loading A Unloading Department and which 
qualifications? There is no demarcation to the qualifications 
to lake persons on such posts. Admittedly the workers 
involved in the reference ore working from many years and 
in some cases from I9&6- Thai position is not challenged 
by ihe Authority, When they are working for years together 
and when work subsets and when there is no shortage of 
work attended by the workers and when these workers are 
working with permanent workers against whom no 
complaint about their work is there and where there is no 
specific qualifications spelled or no particular Julies are 
distinguished which work is lo be done by the permanent 
workers or which is to be done by the corlract workers. In 
view, of that set of circumstances, the workers involved in 
the reference require to be declared as permanent 
employees. 

44, Now, question will arise since when? It is noted 
that prior to that Union did not approach Deputy Labour 
Commissioner (Centre) for iheir grievances and redressal 
thereof. In fact, they approached directly Hon’ble High 
Court, Now h lilt that date there was no any decision prior 
decision of Hon'ble High Court before passing order in 
Writ Petition No. 279 of2000 on 16-12-2002 directed Central 
Government to make reference and as per that reference is 
sent on 07-03-2003 here for adjudtcalion in my considered 
view from the date of the reference Le from 074)3-2003 one 
has lo consider that, the employees involved in reference 
are permanent employees of the Authority, So J answer 
this issue No.2 and 2A to that effect. 


ISSUE No:3&3A: 

45. When workers involved in the reference arc 
working at par with permanent employees involved in the 
reference and are doing the work of permanent employes it 
is to be noted thart permanent employees are getting much 
higher salary than those contract workers. Salary of 
permanent workers is around Rs. 22,000 as against that the 
salary of contract workers working cm that post are getting 
minimum wages though they are doing similar type of work 
at par with the permanent employees. When permanent 
employees are getting that much salary and when contract 
workers are not getting at par with them in my view they 
should get it on the principle of equal pay for equal work 
with permanent employees. In my considered view, they 
are entitled for benefits as permanent employees, 

46. Again question will arise since which date? An 
stated above till reference is sent for adjudication there 
was rto order about the workmen involved in the reference, 
By virtue of directions given by the I lon'ble High Court in 
Writ Petition No. 279 of 2000 when reference is sent for 
adjudication by Central Government on 07-03-2003 in my 
considered view from the dale of the reference seni by the 
Cenlral Government Mi nistry of Labour worker* involved 
in the reference are entitled to get benefits at par with the 
permanent employees of Ihe Authority, So accordingly 
E answer this Issue.. 

ISSUES NOS. 4 TO 6A: 

47- Employees involved in the reference are working 
from years together. They are working conltnuously. They 
are doing work like ihat of permanent loaders or pennanent 
workers working or that post. When they arc working but 
admittedly they are not getting salary at par with permanent 
workers when that is the situation in my considered view, 
from the date of the reference they must be equated with 
permanent employees (brail purpose i t. for wages, for the 
benefits given to the permanent employees and Tor the 
purpose of consequential benefits which arc given to Ihe 
permanent employees from the dale of the reference. So 
accordingly I answer this.issue to that effect, 

4ft, In view of the discussions made above E have to 
conclude that, prayer prayed in the reference require to 
allow. Hence, the order: 

ORDER 

(a) Reference is allowed; 

(b) The employ tes involved in the reference he 
declared us permanent employees of the Author ily and 
Authority is directed lo treat these employees as iis 
permanent employees and to pay wages, privileges, 
consequential benefits ai par with the permanent employees 
of the Authority working on the respective posts from the 
date of the reference i.e. 7*3* 1003; 

(c) No order to its costs. 

Bombay, 

26th May, 20GS 


A,A, LAD, Preying Officer 



535S IT IF GAZHTIK OF INDIA : SEPTEMBER 20 h 2008/BHADRA 29 h 1930 [Part II—Sk 


^ 22 200H 

^r,3TT h 2*53.—a teflP l * fSRl? 1947 f 1947 

|4) ^ m\ ]? ^ 3i^«< u r4, 
w ifnCTf ^ ^ tt^e: tr jra^ i srrr *4 *rT 

3iuini+ STfa^^VSTO ^FW ^4:14*. ^ TffT^ (tM 7R?TT 
276/97 ) m M^lf™ t^#1 TO3JTC ^T 21 -H-200S 
|sn *jrt 

[TT. R^ -I20t 2/21/1997-^ 3TTT ftf-Ll)] 

Trfar^ wr, ¥7^ srfWiti 
New Delhi. the 22nd August, 2008 
S.O h 2*53,—In pursuance of Section 17 of tlie 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. Nix 276‘97) of 
the Central Gtmrnmcnt Industrial Tnbunabcunvl jfoour Court, 
Jabalpur shown in the Anncxunt in ihc Industrial dispute 
between the minageineiit uE‘Central Bank of India and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 21 -08-2008. 

fNo.l^]2ni2^1=i I 597-IK(IMn] 
RAJINDLR KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXUKE 

BEFORE THECUNTRAl, GO VEHNM ENT 
IN l>l J STtt IA U TRITHi N A L CL^M I, A BOG R COD RT, 
JABALPUR 

lMft,CCI17[X7R/276/y7 
l^rtsidi ng Office r : Shri L\ M, Si ngh 
The rresLdcfil. 

Central Bank Employee a Union, 

365. Sykvi Nagiu, 

Indore ... WVkrnon-l'nion 

vlrsus 

The Zonal Manner. 

Cenintl Bank of India. Pfal No, 4, 

Shikhiivarta Building, 

Indira l^ress Complex, 

I labi bganj, 

Bhopal .. .Management 

AWARD 

Passed on i)m 4[h day of August* 20(>ti 

1. Ihc Government of India. Mini.stiy nlT.ahfttir vide 
its Notification No, L- iZ(\ 1 2;2 l/97'IR (R-II) dated 
22 : '2fr-9-97 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication hy this tribunal : 

SCHHNJI.E 

’■Whether the net ion of the management of Central 
Hank of India. Bhopal in terminaLing the service of Sh, 
< i. Cjopalnto. I cller, w.c.E' 29-7-92 is legal and j uplifted? 
If not. to whal relief the said workman is emit led 1 ?"* 

2. In this ease neither the workman/Union nor ihe 
inynagemunl pul Lit appearance inspile of sufficient service 
of not ico on both of them. No statement of c laim has been 


filed tin behalf of workman A Jiiinii. Similarly no WS has 
been filed on behalf of the management. It appears from 
the above that the parlies have no interest in this reference 
There faro it shall be jusl and proper to pass no dispute 
award in this case. No Dispute Award is passed accordingly 
without any orders as to easts. 

3, Let the copies of (he award be sent to the 
Government of India, Ministry' of Labour & Finplayrnenl 
as per rules, 

C. M. SIN (pH, Presiding Officer 
if ftwfl. 25 3TW, 2008 
2654.—afajlft* fcMK 1947 ( MW7 

14) HFJ 17 ^ Af-i«7 v l if, WI TRW 

HiraT ^ TTJ'Jffa ^ WtZ r-f4l44>T 3TR 7SH«K 

if H anfiipr^i 

3tftr«w/?ro ^ hhr ( wi wtt ) hti Mehifvi<i 

f^ <tS-sHi ^TT 25 S- ZOOK W7T ^3qi V^i 
I3?l"420l2/4^00f>-3d WTT 

■ST^f ^JTR T^t srfirarm 
New Delhi, ihc 25th Aue>u^I, ZOOS 
S,0. 2654.—In puMiaiice of Section l7ol'thc 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 19471, the Central 
Government hereby publishes i|ie award of the Indus!rial 
Tri buna f/Labour Court. Kota as shown in ihc A tines, lire in 
the Industrial dispute between the employers in relation lo 
the management ofRajaMhan Atomic Power Stalioti and 
their workman, which was received by the t.'cnlnil 
Government on 25-08-2008. 

|Nu 1/-42012/4/2nOWR(m i'll 
AJAYKUMAR GAUR, Desk Olliccr 

■■J 

’sqmpft?!, scknfrns ^nfq^rnj, -^Tra.TJir.; 
v'Mm'H tqt rrpn, 3TRxrsr.t3.iTH. 

f^T^VT/f^R traT®! ♦vHl'Ti : 3TT, i<IT, — U .-‘0 7 

f^rarWlftrl r 3-2-07 

THH : \m «IT Hi' f^HT ^ R 

^-42012/4/2006 13TT?3?R \ k 14 6 06 

M?l/l44K 3RHfH 'IH1 10(1 )(Hj 
sfhflfi Rt SrfvftPTO, 1947 

H^T 

RH.^. 5RT 9ft tp.^. Rtt. M&Z, TTH, TO 

«n, tnnHi£! (*h! ii) i 

HT*ff (SffHITf 

V? 

fet?) RTOf (Hi TTUT 34TT3I1T} (7TH. HTHT^ 

r^wlvt, J.W4*ir<il) HflHI I 


■SHUnfl tHTTHH? 
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w :fa*P** 20, 200ff/*m; 29, 1930 


5359 


dUitart 

m*iT tiTnn 1*1 ^ nfcfl^fV :- n't. 

(«fti+ *h4) 

snpif Fi^il'fl'h ^>1 3ilT ^ jtfnMV *— ?ft ^ 

$ft Tttni^k 

auftlHl'ifa 1<H|* : 1K-7-OB 

'inn tiwitj 5 ih Him <), "T^ ^ i l^n"*n 

14-0-06 ^ 5TO 'Ppn ffPIK, tWT 

aifVPm, [947 (t^ret fljuiH " stfUPm’ , Ti ferr 

"it Hiti io( i )(n} ^ ^ ^?pnPmtT' , T ^ 

WfaftofaHij <H*ir«KI ;- 

“Whether the action of the management of the 
Rajasthan Atomic Power Station, Rawiitbhata, 
Rajasthan in not extending the benefit of the CSS H 
(Leave) Rules to Shri M.tC Jain, Senior Canteen 
Asstt. Grade-[I is legal and justified? If not, what 
relief the workman is entitled to and from which date?" 

1h3wI 44K JIHlRWT 1 ! ^ ^ ^J|at4 4H*RT 

4^+kT f u Rm I 

3. HKiqcft ^F¥7t 4-9-OS f=PR1 *ft, 

4-7-08 ^ 

v*gn ^>T fn^vi Pmi "fe ^ fipfrsRt ^ 

R°T «^(Vi eil^nn fMftplWs ^ 

TfjfPTTRT Ff W £ {mIh^ dHtl-tf 3W ftra^ 
T^T T^f ■3RT: ^ ^ flPflH 

^ il+ttrj Pwtrfel i ^tmtMT TO 3 5T*ff ^ 

3VT l lRf ’TO? ^7^ m WXPfil TO? 

f 3 ’SH#T1'" T R HWf ^ ^TTUR TR HJHwl ^f Tpft dhft 

3TT^ gfddltM TO t Tjp* 3pff 

^ vnfrf-'HijtiK ^ wnMf INJro ^ ns* *flmi 
Fi^wfaflR ’d^5 r *frTO7f 3tN# 

TO t 3!*t <^N? TtR ^ 751 1 p sratif 
TPft 4IHFm ^ f I 3FT: SW# StftftW 
srpfa aflftraspj £ nn<hT-wartf tftW 
^ RT 7Ti#ffi TOR ^TfttR’PR ’Tf 

^Ptf^RT dflftfl ^RIT ^ I 

USlWfllfN, ^|tflt?l 


27 JTTOT, 2W)S 

2655.—■^Hiy , |f^l4> 1*m IV47 { 1947 

^T 14) NRF ^IWT^ 

H^flV flVnff II ^ -il T J h T\ 

1=tfe 3jtillPl^ ^ TR^JR dtliini^ 3riWm/>JR 
^ WTT 77/2(K>2) ^1 TOlfincT 

t. ^ ^?R^R T1 27-OK -OK ^ RW ^34T «TT I 

j>< Re -4001 i/in/2na2 -ot# (^> | 

31^1 1NHH % p 5if^l' 1 ] 

New Delhi, the 27th Augusts 2008 

S*0. 2655.—Fn pusuancc t^f Secfion 17 of ihc 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref, No. 77/2U02) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum 

Labour Court* Bhubaneswar, as shown in the Annojtuie, 
in the Industrial dispute between .die employers in relation 
to the management of Department of Posts, and their 
wurkman h which was received by the Central Government 
cm 27-08^2008 

f No. L*4O01 l/IOQ002dR(t)LJ)| 
AJAY KUMAR GAUIL Desk OlTit'er 

annrxdkk 

BE FORE 11 lEOmRALGCWERNM^r 
INDU5TRIAL7RJ BUNALCUM tABOLl R COUR1’ 

Ilf I Ult AN ESW AR 

PreaMt; 

' ShriN.ICILMohBpatra, 

1 Presiding Officer, C(i,LT^cHin-Lahoii r Un rt, 

1 Blntbaficswar. 

Industriat Dispute Case No. 77/2002 
Date of Passing Award— 11th July 2008 
BETWEEN 

The Management of (I) 

The Post Master General, Deptt. of Posts,. 
Berhampur (Orissa). 

(2) The Senior Sitpdt. of Posts OtYlces, 

Deptt, of Posts, Koraput Division, Jeyporu, 

Koraput. h r + I st Paity-Manageinents. 

(And) 

Their Workman, Smt. Suchitra Behera, 

W/oShri Santosh Kumar Patina ik, 

At/Po. Kendar, Via. GMP Line SO^ 

Dist. Kjoraput-764 0 2 L -2nd Party-Workman 

APPEARANCES 

Shri P.K Pal* ,, Tor the 1st Party- 

Sr Supdt. of Post Offices Management No. I A 2, 

Smt Such itra Behera. ., .For Kersdf-the 2nd 

Party-Wcukman, 
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AWARD 

The Government of India in the M injury of I .ahour, 
in exercise of Powers conferred by Clause [d) of suh -section 
([) and subjection 2(A) of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, ! 94 7 (M o N 947) have referred the foil o wj ng 
dispute for adjudication vide their Order Mo. L-4001 ] ■ ] 0/ 
2002 JK (DU), dated 5-09-2002 

'Whether the action of the Management of 
Department of Post, Government o find i a in relation 
U>their Senior Superintendent ofPosL Office* koraput 
by terminating the services ofSrnt. Suchitra Behera, 
ED SPM* Kendar Branch, with effect from I I -7-2001 
instead ofregubnyjn^considering her for any other 
Branch is legal and justified? If not, whai relief ihu 
workman is entitled to? T ’ 

2. Admittedly one Sunotsh Kumar PalLnaik an Extra 
Depart mental Agent, [EDA) was posted as a !■'.[). Post 
Master of Kendar B.O- in account with O.M.P line S O. 
under Koraput Head Office of Ihc Postal Department. Me 
was guided by a rule called '"Postal & Telegraph Extra 
Departmental Agent (Conduct & Service) Rules 1%4, litis 
rule was substituted by a fresh Rule called “Gram in a Dak 
Seva (Conduct and Employment) Rules, 2001 and 
accordingly Shri Pattnaik was redesignated as G.D.S.- 
ETP.M, instead E.D.-B P.M. of Kendar. Under the above 
two rules a Branch Post Master was required to arrange Sis 
own substitute whi Ic a vailing leave to man the Branch Post 
Office. Accordingly by suggesting the name of Iils wife, 
the disputant, as his substitute Shri Pattnaik availed leave 
from time to time faun 7-4-2000 on-words. While sanctioning 
leave the competent authority also approved [he 
Engagement of the disputant as a substitute G.D/5. -R.P.M 
It is alleged by the disputant that even though in the uhove 
process she worked as a G.D.S.-B.P.O substitute 
continuously for more than 240 days she was term inured 

1 Illegally by the Management with effect from 11-7-2001 
without notice or retrench men l compensation as envisaged 
under Section 25-f of the Industrial Disputes Act. It is her 
further case that instead of lemunaling her the Management 
should have regularized her in service considering her 
continuous engagement and as such the action of the 
Management should be declared as a nullity 

3. The Managenicnl No.l on ihe other hand 
contended that as per the Service Rule and I he circular 
issued, a Gramina Dak Seva Branch Post Mailer while 
3 vailing leave is to provide a substitute at his own risk 
subject to the approval or the competent authurily and 
accordingly the dispuLant had worked as a substitute during 
the leave vacancy of her husband ShriS.K Paunnik during 
7-4-2ftOQ lu 10-7-2001. As the disputant had as such worked 
as a substitute on the arrangements made by hex husband 
she cm not be treated as an employee of the Department 
to claim regularizaiion. More so since she was engaged as 
asubstitulc during the leave vacancy period of the original 


|Pa*t II Siv 3tii>| 


Branch Post Manor her Terminal ion docs not ainmjtuK to 
retrenchment. The Management No. 2 also 11 led hiscnunler 
En the above light and during hearing both (he Management 
further raised u question regarding maintainability of On: 
reference. 

4. On the basis of the pleading of the panics the 
following issues wore Jin mod. 

ISSUES 

1. W bethcr th c re J'er ei ic e i * i u a i n la i n ub le' 1 

2. Whether the action of the Management of 
Department of foils. GuvernmeiU of India in 
relation llj their Senior Super in icndem of I 'osl 
Office, Korjpul b> terminy ling the her vice* of 
Smt. Suchitra tkhera, ED UPVI, Kendar Branch 
wiih effect from 11-7-20(11 inslcad of 
regulariz.ing.'considering her for any other 
Branch is legal and justified 7 

j. If not r whyl relief ihc workman is emit led to 7 

5. During hearing the Managements rt mauled absent 
for which (hey were set c^piinc on 17 -1-200S. I lowe ver. ihc 
documents filed by [he Management along vvilh their 
counter have been marked a* Ilxr-A to r\i-A-2l I he 
disputant on the other bond bus examined herself-its lhe 
sole witness in support of her case. Shi: has also produced 
some leave sancl forwarders of original 11P.O. Shri Santosh 
Kr. Pattnaikaud some handing over and taking, over charge 
reports to show that her engagement as a substitute G.D.S.- 
B.P,M. was dully approved by the competent authority. 
These documents have turn marked as Ext.4 io lb. 

HINDI NGS 

ISSUE NO, l t U and 111 

6. All these issues arc t:ikcn Lip together for ihc 
purpose of convenience. 

At the very outset it may be stated here ill at under 
the Grdinina Dak Seva I Conduct <fc EnipJoymentj Rules. 
200 I the tenn^Post Master" has been defined and the said 
definition is followed b\ two notes. Under Note No.! the 
Extra IX^paritnenlul Agents appointed under Conduct and 
Service Rules, 19ml hove been treated in have been 
appointed under [lie substituted Grunina D;ik Scv;t 
[Conduct and Employment) Rules. 2001. Under Note \o 
2(v) these persons haw been characterised as outside the 
civil service rules of the 1 In tun and [hat. They are not ever* 
entitled to claim puiin with other uirvimu <4 ihc 
GovemmenE, According to the said Rule a G,D.£.-Branch 
Post Master or his substitute is lo discharge duties of 
responsible nature and their duty isdilTerent limn ihc duties 
which a clerk is supposed to render, l'he re fore these Post 
Masters can not be grouped as workmen to draw ihe 
benefits of tile Industrial Dispute* Act and us such lheir 
cases are not maintainable under the said Act. I'nrLlier- 
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more in the case of Sub-District Inspector of Posu, Vikatn- 
Yersus-Theyyam Josepah repotted in 1996-ITLLJ 230 a 
two judge bench of the Hon'ble Supreme Court have held 
that, function of the Postal Department arc part of the 
sovereign function uf the State and Therefore it is not an 
industry within the definition of Section 2(j) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act. In view of the ahove the reference Is held, 
even other wise, not maintainable in its present form, the 
Gramina Dak Seva Branch Pus I Masters or their substitute 
being the employees of the Postal Department. 

7. L-ven considering otherwise that the Postal 
Departmental (ManagementNo. I & 2) is an industry within 
ihe deli n ition of the term, I he facts narrated by the d isputartl 
and the documents produced by both the parties reveal 
otherwise that the workman is not entitled for any relict 
under the I. D. Ael. The leave sanction orders of the original 
flranch Post Master Shri Saninsh Kumar Patlnaik as 
produced by the disputant and similar other left oui leave 
sanction orders as produced by the Management show 
that Shri S.K, Pattnaik remained on leave continuously from 
month to month from 7-4-2000 to 10-7-2001 (except 
11 -4-2001 and 12-4-2001} by keeping the d i sputanl (his wife) 
as his substitute of Ke'ndar B.P.O. and ai the same time 
worked as B.P.O. in charge of another Post Office at 
Dumuriput. Under Lhe Rules 2001 a Post Master of the 
above nature Is not permitted to take continuous leave lor 
90 days but in except Ion a I circumstances he cart be allowed 
to lake further leave bui not exceeding ISO days and that 
during such leave period he would not get any pay or 
other allowances and his said benefits would be paid to his 
substitute. Therefore, as it seems the engagement of the 
disputant to work as substitute fur more than 240 days was 
de I i berate ly made so as t o pro v i de a hand I c to her to cl ai m 
regularization. Further, as such substitute or casual 
labourers engaged continuously Tor years have go I no 
right to claim regularization at par with a regular employee 
and such regularization being only possible in case of a 
similar provisions in the status/Rules, the disputant is aUo 
not oiherwise entitled lo be regularized due to absence of 
such a provision in the Rules. 

S. Thus in any vie w of the matter (he disputant is not 
entitled for any re I ief. More so the present reference is also 
held not mairitainable in its present form for the 
Managements in question not being an Industry within 
the definition of the Industrial Disputes Ati. 

N.K.R. MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 

LtSlI OF WITNESSES EX AM1NEDON BEHALF 
OFTHE 2ND PARTY-WORKMAN 

WW.-. Sint. Suehitra Behera. 


LIST OF DOCLM E NTS EXk I SITED ON OKI IALF OK 
] H E 2nd PARTY WORKMAN 

Ext.-I - Charge handing over report. 

Ext-2 - Ch arge hand ing over report. 

Ext -3 - Charge handing over report on 10-4-2001. 

ExL-4 - Charge handing over report on 12-4-2001. 

Esi.- 5 - Copy of letter N o. 4-2 39/PF. dated 13^-2000 or 
Sr. SupdL of Post Offices, Korapul Division, 
Jeyporc (K). 

Rxi.-6 - Copy of letter No. A-239/PE : dated 3-5-2001 of 
Sr. Supdi. of Post OHices, Koraput Division* 
Jeypore(K), 

Exl.-7 - Copy ofCircular, 

Ext r -8 - Copy o fC ircular. 

Ext-9 - Copy of C ireul ar. 

Ext. - SO - Office order dated 5-4'2000. 

Ext -11 - Office order dated 12 -6-2000. 

ExL-]2 - Leave sanction order daled 13^4-2000 of 
S. K. Pattnaik. 

Ext.-13- Leave sanction order dated 5-7-2000 nf 
S.K. Pattnaik. 

Ext.-14 - Leave sanction order dated 1-9-2000 of 
S, K. Pattnaik. 

Ext. t 15 - Leave sanction order da led 17-10-2000 o! 
S, K- Pattnaik. 

Fjtt.-l6 - Leave sanction order dated 2-2-2001 of 
S, K, Pattnaik. 

LIST OF WITNESSES ON BEIIALK OK THE 
hi PARTY MANAGEMENT 

ftolh the Managements have not examined iheir Witnesses 

LIST OF DOCUMENTS EXHIBITED ON BKHAUMJE 
THE 1st PARTY MANAGEMENT 

No documents have also been marked by both the 
Managements. 

^ fe#, 27 wm t 200S 

gjF.OT + 2656.—^KllPl* Stfafwi, 1947 (1947 

^T 14} ^ mu 1 7 T ■3T^Wn' t\ r Wttfl ^ 

■JTn^T ^ Fl 4 ] ^^1 3TR d1<b ^ <J 

294 / 2001 ) ^ t, 

27‘*-20oa w wgOT m \ 

[UHcf- I 201 2/325/1995-«£3iR(tf II) I 
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| Fan-! IE Sir.3fii)l 


New DdhL die 3Till 200ft 

.^^ P f7 P 2056 -—In pursuance nf Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute-, Act. (947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Govenii i seiit Ilemby publ ishes the aw^rd (Kef. No 294/21KH) 
of the (uitraKiowirnmerii Industrial TribimaKcum-l .abour 
< ourt. I Ihubniicsuaras shown in (he Annex Lire in die Industrial 
dispute between the employer in relation to the management 
oI'Cl'i ilrul l iMTik uM ud ia and Cl id r workmen, wh ich was retc i ved 
by the l 'cniraU loveinmciit oil 27-08-200fl. 

| No. ]1201 2/3 25; J 99M K (IMIJ | 
RA.fINDI :R KUMAR. I>cskOt'Jicer 
ANNFX 1 'RK 

(TNTRAL GOYKRNMKNT INDUSTRIAL 
TKIIil'NAr-tUM-l-AlUK'tt COURT 
miLISAMSWAR 


IVesenl : 

Shri N K R Mohupana, 

E'nMdmgDniLcr,f'.(i I T-cum-l.abotir Court, 
Eihulvineswar. 

Ti l l^UUSTRlALntSPL'TKCASF.No. 29-l/2(Jm 
Mine nn^ssing A w^rd -15 Hi July, 2tm 

HF1AVTXN 

I lie Mnitieement the Rmuch Manager, 

L'cnlniS |l;uik ol Indiil. 

At tiopabandhu L'liuwk. Hhubaneiiwar. 

... ] st Parly-Man lament 

And 

T]ie!r Workman. KiiriAlekh Elihuri Rout, 

At. K luupuj. VO. Mnjltiliara, 

Via. Uanai.ulipLirJJisl. Kluirda. Orissa. 

.. .2nd PiMly-WorknirtH. 

aetlarances 


MA. P.C Ff.-.'bA 
■Vs*.oc : :snA os::d.;. 

W* LV.:. RjsiLi 

■v . .->'/■-.i* _■ : L A-.h ■.=-e. 

AWARD 


.E-'or the 1st Pam 
Maruieemenl, 
.. . E’orlhe 2nd 
Parry- Workman. 


f h e (b-vernsie"> l>1 '!- 1 tinL=t in the Ministry of'Luhunr. 
E:: c\l;i case of powers e t. 1 ="5 t'e rs^-ti by Ckmbc (dlofsuEv-.vcJion 
■ ; = -ixi > affection 2tAi u Seeliou U 1 of the ltd atrial 
i Ji,'pti^i.: *\a. ? 94"* i I ■* id' ^917 * ho* # e re 1 Vn vd the ft ■ i low ing 
d: vu r r- kh' -Tifi; M i c. u i ■ >n vulc t bei r Order N o.!.-1 20 17 ■ >7 5 J 
954IUWH: nao-i 

■'Wfe'.hi-r (tie ailmn oFfhe Management off-:riL.- :ti 
Rnnk ce indii.i n lermmale Sk. AleUi l^sKm Kou^ 
F r^- C ■.: -j.d Wor L n i-.j!: iVoi^ l %er v it e Lind den sa? o E *« nl i% ■ r 
e i np k ^ i r.eni f!'■ J e, 1f j( nd i )ut i jz \ Oh h i 

f.d his ^eiviuNi i^- kissilisrd ntrid 1 c^aI 7 I 1 " rs<'i 
relief ii ihe ui'^utard enltsied io?” 

2 r Admiiu?dly x Hie ^nrknmii was ert"aired js a 
tetnporary sub-sialT on daEly wa^e husi^ cji die 
establishment of the 1st Paity-ManaijetncnL Ikmk Miuaied 


near Gopabandhti Cbauk. [^Jtubjneswar. I’rutu in mull m 
month he was engaged eilher d* u sub-stalf or on other- 
works like cleaning of [he bank building ;imi other 
miMicllaiicmiii work. While he was so coiitinmng lie wua 
refused employment from ft me. 1991 without ;inv oJvuikv 
imlice or retrenchment compensation. Jl alleged by [lie 
workman that, by the time he was' so terminated he had 
already worked continuously tor 240 days in tliu proceeding 
year and as such the tenninniion \v;ls ha<i. On the other 
hand he took a furiheir sund tluring irinl Llinhi during 1091 
the Management in order to regularize (empoum worker 
like turn issued a circuko' and also conducted necessary 
ltu erv ie w of all th e t en i p o ra ry ^ o r k ers. Mi ut. es e nt ho ogEi. 
as per the tireular he should have been regularized 
automatic ally i^on sideline liis etmtir^uoLLs eiigLLgenieiit lor 
mure tlian 740 days in u juriiculELr yeui*. the MiircHgenicni 
usked hint to partiripLLle in .j hdeeiiun test and nhiinaiuK 
tenninated hun without lcgolunzation. C’hallencin.ii Ihe 
above termination, die workman raised an Industrial 
Disputes and ilion tiled O.J.Ch 7995-95 he lore theJIondile 
I ligh Court when he Iduud the Ciuverruneru run m(eresled 
to reicr liis ease to the 1 1 ihumil, E low ever, on the hn^is id 
oti order oI the Hon’blei’mul thetiovernnietu refei red ihe 
present dispute iorLidiLidieLLiioii. 11 ts ori record tiial in ?(K)iJ 
t lie di spulan r \\ I ed an n Lh ei (X .1 .C. 2 5 93 '2 (Jf) E) I dr a d i[ ve t hn i 
t o d is pose o f hi s pu n d i n e i ep) u se ut ot i o n I'o r regi i \u r i /ai io 11 . 
As per [hediroelion ol tlv E lon'hk 1 Court lhc MaslLiOcmeiU 
turned down the rei|LiesE k^r jegulai i^uhors while 
considering the repvcsCiu;Uion which wa'i ihe sahK^i- 
matter of the a hove O..I.C 

j . Admiltin g 11 sat 11 v w or k i nun was u ngaued ire h si 19M 7 
till June 199 I s it is averred b\ ihe Management that daring 
the above period tlic workman was only engaged as and 
when required again o M>me Icai-e VLteaiicy i?1"u sub-^ialT 
as also til some other otcodons lor cleaning oJ t!ie ollice 
etc. Mis above engauemcol not being uoniinuotis and ns 
he had not completed 7JO days during pa^t 12 months lie 
was terminated without nonce L'r reii en chine nl 
compensation iri the moniii of.ltme 1991. Reiemne to the 
stand taken by the workman dtiring triul dial on Ihe biiMS 
of lhc result of the iriluiMew held during !9of)-[90| \\c 
should have been icgoim-i/c-il. the Management during trial 
came up with tfu 1 pkn iliat wider tl.e ciicukir dated 
12-3-1991 a temporary e \ i \ j:l oy ei- w ork i ng t -otu i: uim ish lor 
2^0 (Jays in any calendar yznr between I I-19S2 lo 

3 I - J1990 wa&only he ithsorbad auU’matkMl !y ht:; since 

the workman had not u n .rk-M for such period m llse time 
Ltie Mm Age men t took op die nkillvr io regtil.ui/e the 
iemporary employ ew he coKid nol be automat itn ll> 
regu lari zed. ‘ I here Inre p ’ i s; k l m I ‘.e sti id c i rc Ltki r lie w < is eu 11 ed 
tipoti lo fate a ijuaiilyrn-.' tefi! r>Lit he ruuId onf be absorbed 
as ills chance did rsot M :| no whhir: Ihe cat oil j:s(c while 
fdhng tip the vaeaneic-s -eiih due regard ti^ rhe ivseiMiun'i 
policy. El is iurLhcr com ended thot the dispnt.im had nnl 
secured 9th position in the wail list and js >uch Ins 
allegation that liis juniors were regularized ignoring nj him 
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is tolally false and baseless, In the above background the 
Management in nut shell has alleged that the termination 
of the workman was not at all bad either way 

4. On the basis of the above pleadings of the parties 
the following issues were framed. 

ISSUES 

L Whether the reference is maintainable? 

2 Whether the action of the Management of Central 
Bank of India to terminate Shri Alekh Bihari Rout, 
Ex-Casual Workman from service and denial of 
further employment from June 1991 and non- 
rcgularization of his services is justified 7 

3, To what relief the disputant is entitled ? 

5 Besides examining himself, the workman has 
exhibited certain documents marked Ext.-1 to 9 in support 
of his case. The Management on the other hand has 
examined two witnesses and marked Ext-A and B in support 
of its case. 

FINDINGS 

ISSUE NtxT 

6, There being no substantial challenge from the side 
of the Management as to the non-maintainability of the 
reference, lhe said issue isansw&red affirmatively holding 
that the reference is maintainable in its present form. 

ISSUE NO. II & III 

7. These two issues are taken up together for the 
purpose of conveniencc. 

Under Section 25-F of the Industrial Disputes Act 
no workman employed in any industry continuous for non 
less than one year shall be retrenched by the employer 
until the workman has been given one month's notice or 
he has been paid in lieu of such notice wages Tor the period 
of notice. In addition to that he is also to be paid necessary 
retrenchment compensation and the appropriate 
Government should also be intimated about such 
retrenchment. Section 25-B sub-section (I) of the Act 
defines whai amounts to continuous service and how it is 
to be calculated. Sub-Section (2) says where a workman is 
not in continuous service wilhln the meaning of sub-sect ion 
(!) lie shall be deemed to he in continuous service for a 
period of one year if the workman, during a period of twelve 
month proceeding the dale with reference to which 
calcu la!ion is to be made, has actually worked for not less 
than 240 days. Thus according to the above., while 
naiculaling the continuous period of engagement over a 
■period ofl2 months it is not necessarily required that* one 
should have worked continuously for 240 days. Thus for 
the purpose of 25-f of the Industrial Disputes Aci it is not 
necessarily io be shown that one hud worked continuously 
wjihoui break for a period of 240 days. Rather as per Section 


25(B)(2) a workman shall be deemed to have worked 
continuously for one year if he has worked for a total period 
of 240 days during the proceeding 12 months. EM -1 an 
official document of the Management shows that during 
the calendar year of 1989 the workman had worked for 206 
days and in addition lo that he was allowed to a vail holidays 
for 34 days, bringing the total engagement period to 240 
days. Likewise during ihe calendar year of 1990 he had 
also worked for 96 days as casual labour and 13R days 
otherwise for cleaning of branch premises, besides avail mg 
45 day-s as holidays, bringing his total engagement period 
to 279 days by end of December 1990. The said period of 
279 days being in between June to December 1990. by the 
time the workman was terminated in June 1991, lie should 
have worked lor more than 240 days between June 1990 lo 
J une 199], The Management has or course 11 led a churl 
(Ext.-A) showing month-wise and year-wise engagement 
period. Bui on comparison of the same with LM.-I il is 
ascertained that the Management has prepared (he list of 
working days of both 1989 and 1990 by excluding the 
holidays allowed tn the workman as also the olhcr period 
during which he was engaged for cleaning ihc office during 
1990. Since holidays allowed to a worker is also lo be 
counled while calculating his continuous service it is to be 
held according to Ext.-1 that the workman hud worked 
continuously for 240 days by the time he was terminated in 
June 1991. As admittedly no advance notice or 
compensation in lieu there of has been paid lo the workman 
at the lime of such tcrminalioiv the above action of the 
Management is hereby held bad under law for non- 
compliance ofSccl bn 25-Loft lie industrial Disputes Ace. 

8. As regards to the other aspects of the case. ii is 
now to be seen as to whether the Management was guiky 
of not regularizing the workman and whether the workman 
was terminated la avoid regularization. Banking upon a 
circular dated 12-3-1991 marked as Eu.-9 ii was argued by 
[he workman that since he had already worked for 240 days 
by end of December 1990, he, according lo the above 
circular should have been regularised without subieciing 
him lo any test. The Management on lire olhcr hrind 
conlcnded that since during the currency period of the 
circular (he workman had not worked for 24fl days over n 
period of 12 months in any of [he‘proceedmg U’urs. he ns 
not eligible Tor automatic regularization as per ihccircukir 
and therefore, as per the olhcr provisnns oflhc circular he 
was asked lo attend the interview and ultimately terminated 
when his chance did not reach. As against the same the 
workman argued that in Hie qualifying list his pnsiLioii w;ui 
9 bul in ignorance of'ihcsume. some of his juniors .such as 
Sribachha Sahoo and Nam Oram were re gnEa rived. in 
support of said argument the workman drew the aileniion 
of the Court lo the qualifying list marked list.-3/ A, But I he 
very- list Indicate that the persons have not been listed 
mcriMvisc. After going through the said list and the marks' 
obtained by each candidates it is ascertained that on merit 
basis the position workman would come much below- 9 and 
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therefore, his stand [hat Ins juniors were promoted llll n.=:■ int; 
him falls It? the ground. In such eiteumskinccs. she <.wnd 
I aken by t he M an 3 gem ent th at w h i I e li 1 i i n g u p it i e voc,i i i e y 
with due regard in (he restreal ion police. I^i.-. chance -.1 - I 
rot come is only to be behoved. 

9. As regards ihc other stand t>F ihu workman di.u :ie 
should have regularized aiitouinEkall v wiihoui any 
qualifying test to which he was objected, the circular 
marked as Fixt.-9 ^howi that ihe ^mvu: was ^-ued or she 
basis of a settlement between the Eiank au j AH Inui-S! t."^i:i:=;l 
Bank Employees Federal ion and other recognized ni :i: ■.■r i ry 
Union of Award staff. While evolving suitable norm* !or 
giving one time opportunities to .ill those w ho w Lire ad 
as temporary,^ Aiua I employees or or after I -1-1 9*2 die 
said circular was issued. According (o Item 3. I und } 7 d:t 
temporary- employees who were put in 2-1 n tkos Lip to 
31 -12'1990 were tn be c mu id c red Jor absorption n: [lit 
available vacancies without any tc.it or interview will mu: 
insisting for their qualification and age and s_ jl h 
regularized on were to be made first before rfboiiiriii iiv 
other course of regularising. through interview 1 ! oi'um.w 
who had not worked for 240 days. Insofar as the c;isc of 
the disputant is concerned it is admitted b\ the 
Management (hoi lie was working ns a Lempomy worker 
from I9B7 hit he was terminated m June. 1991. Hum the 
discussions made in the previous para ir i^. further crwaJ 
clear lhat as per F:\i.-1 the workman had worked lor 
279 days including 45 admissible holidays by end of 
December 399CL IHui since lie had rendered such wmec 
during May to December 199G without working I mm 
January lo ApriE I 990. it was argued by the VluiLitgeii: jni 
that since tlte workman hud not worked continuously for n 
period ofl 2 month* ending m December 104(! his ci^c vms 
not considered under Clause j. 1. 3.2 tfe 3.3 of the ah we 
circular. Rather as per the other provisions of the circular 
he was allowed in participate in the interview In so tor os 
the above argument of the Management it be pointed out 
(hat the term cotumunus period of) 2 mo mbs nppeaimig 
in the said circular is no( be computed tnathejoulicullv out 
it 15 to be computed liberally <is (he term "Coniirij^as 
Service’ 1 has been defined under Section Z^-lhiZ) d die 
Industrial Disputes Act Since under Clause 75-fiiji l 1 
person would be deemed to be in continuous survive \W: :i 
period of one year if he li as w oik ed for 2 4 o Aw ^ d or 111 g .i 
period of 12 calendar moiuh preceding ?he date u itFi 
reference to which ca leu lotion i.s lobe made and os per Urn 
earlier discussion the vvivknian hod worked for more than 
240 days during said 1 2 numihs of I 99(k he should a.ivo 
been absorbed in the immediate a voidable Kieilnucv u i burnt 
any lest and interview as per Clause 3 l. 3.2 A 3 5 -CiT- 
circular marked EM-9. The juime hiwUip noi Iver, Jwol-, ^ i- 
thcrefore held That ihe M zs n eigen urn i b ejik : ■■■: uut 
absorbing him immediately itgiiimit tjio available vuc.sOv.cs 
Thus in the result, it is held ilnn the action -o' :!w 
Management in terminating die workman is noi o;i!\ ;\v 
but his action nficrniiimtlnu hull w ithoul sevMnzaucn w 


| D-sh- II Sh- ’(iil| 

held rn lie viololLv ofil-v ^.'UVrvhi reached wild Vic 
rede ration. 

10 In view oi 'h- u-.iule nhcvc. the 

Management L dirucii-d := ■ .fa c: b i iu v. oi kmun linnedime l> 
as u)i Award Siaff wuk : i;.;i henvi'iK from liiv diik- on 
\^iiiLh oiliers have heir e .I.:: i^-i! !-. per C'^uh' 3. L 3.2 
and 5.3. of the (' i:\ i:l,ir -.bit:.I 12--1 ou i m ^^-Oi widi 

eompensution (CL>iisu:id.ue.!: .'U.ilflii tuwai'ik '-'■.iL-k 

wsifiet and liugatioiL i^-: kul.iied on ^lll iiu-uiv 
basis. 

El, [ I k rc I e re; i e ..; i - e- e v :: i l\s. o (I :n ■ •. 

K. \i. y.i 4 i.3E J A l RA. I'reudin. ( kli.ei 

I 1ST (>l Wl IM’SSI s ( \\\IIM DON ItKIUI fOI 
iUk 2nd PARTY WOUKWW 
W.'LV.-I - Skill :\ I e k!' I !•.-.: i: • lbv:t. 

I.1STOI’ l>0< A All' VI Sl'\| SlilllllMlN \l\ It SI I'Or 
Till: 2M> PART Y-WOUK M A \ 

I At.-1 - Deiails of wui'kii . J.h ^ id'ihv wu:!\:i::,i'. 

E i p v 01 o 11 u. v . i! .i ; i: \4. ' O 011 0 | 3 5' ■ L d, l L e d 

4- Id- i 990. 

E:\t-3 - Cop> oI'Kcl: li ilLiu.it le.-t lor the po.uol >ub-sl.itl 
heldoniM-Z-o. 

L. m.-j-A - Punel of l\i>ujI wu:kei> prefiaiL'd 'he 

Mauauemcin iu ' i ^\ 

F-At.4 ' Cwp> of the order of die l.uhuui t. onrt. 

T^uihineswiirp: : .in M (" So 2 1400. 

E:\t.-5 - Copy of ihe vex-, oi'dia Maiuiiieinem duud 
2fvd-l99=-i yivei: h 1 ilie2^ I t’K'j. IlhuhiLiK^w or. 

kxl.-6 - Copy of the Hoii'blc High ( nun m <) .1 V. 
No. 744 5:104 s 

I-Ixl- 7 - Order oi'ihe floo'hle Itigh Couh in 0..?.t", 
No. 2 595:2 non 

F-.vl -S - (’opy of lepiw i ,, .iii-'ii or tEie workman dined 
22-7-2000 nddre^cd !ii ihe Ylnnay.emem m 
pursuimceto tii- 1 \vslei o\ iheElon’blc I ligli Court 
Hvt.-9 - Copy of die viio.ilu:' issued lw thj Maiuigumeiu 
for t'cuohit'i^^i.on .Mwuiption of knipnr;uy 
oniployue^ 

MAllK-X-Copv of ihe ■,e , :ii'k,Ue grttnted hy the Hi'amdi 
Mtmuger o['(hr Ibink leg. 1 !'ding ihc rngcgcmeni of the 
workman. 

LIST OV AAIINKSMS ON liKEI Sl.KOK I Ell' I si 
PARTVMAsWiKMl > I 

M. VV.-1 ^ Slui Shilv. iv,.id Viyitk. 

MW.-2 - Slu i AsiM\i.iii::i C IrutLi jve. 

LEST OK DOCLiMI M S i AHIPI I KI>ON EtKflALE OK 
HIE Uf EUkrV-MANAC;iAll N F 

I ■' \i- A - C opy o f l. o n v:! : do led ^ t; Lt l- \ nen r . :e ;lee Liny lh u 
number L-fd.i'o. ihe 'Aorkouin luh worked in ca^Fi 
month during I l 'K*On i 40n 

I■ \l.-R - Copy ot the p.me! m -.iisjli! wurkei's 
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Rff.CT, 2657.—aflalfllRi wftrPWR, 1947 

(J947 «T ]4) 3*1 RTO17 « at^aCT *H(IU 
4^ T^cl, ^ D4(|in ^ tn« Hi'il'wiT jJk ai*) »4<*iit!f 
^ ij|?, sh^s'si *f fiRo* aHaipRi w'sl'i 3IW 

^rilfi|+ wfaiR'n, ^FTJt ^ TOiS (TR»I Tl@lf 77/2006) 
THTlftlTI TOlt 'li'sls WflSff ^>127-8~08 1W 5^® I 

[*. T^f-22012/326/2005-3n! 3tR(#?HI)] 
3HTT <$m. ife, £^5 SlfWRj 
New Delhi, the 27th August, 2008 

S.O. 2657,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No.77/2006) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribuiwl-cum-Labour 
Court, Nagpur, as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
Dispute between the management of Western Coalfields 
Limited, and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 27-8-2008. 

(No. L-22012/326/2005-1R (CM-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR G AUR. Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A.N, YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGFT-CUM-LABOURCOLfRT, NAGPUR 

Case No. 77 /2O06 Date 27.06 2008 

The Dy. General Secretaiy, 

Rashtriya KoyaJa Khadan Mazdoor Sangh(INTUC), 

Region Chandmeta, District Chhindwara (M.P.) 

.Pauly No, l 

Versus 

The Chief General Manager, 

Western Coalfield Ltd,, Pench Area, Parasia, District 
Chhindwara (M.P.) 

.Patty No. 2 

AWARD 

The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between The General Secretary, 
Rashtriya Koyla Khadan Mazdoor Sangh (INTUC), Region 
Chandmeta, District Chhindwara (M. P.), Party No. I and 
The Chief General Manager, Western Coalfield Ltd., Pench 
Area, Parasia, District Chhindwara (M.P.), Party No, 2 
referred the same for adjudication to this Tribunal vide its 
letter No. L-220 12/326/2005-1R( CM-II)dt. 09-10-2006 under 
clause (d) of sub section (I) and sub section (2 A) of Sect ton 
10 of ID Act with the following schedule : 

2. “Whether the action of the management of 
M/s. Western Coalfields Limited in terminating the services 
ofShri Jalaluddin w.e.f 31 -05-2000 is legal and justified?. If 
not, to what relief is the workman entitled? 1 * 
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3 . The reference came for bearing on 27-06-2008. The 
petitioner and his counsel are absent. The counsel for the 
respondent is present. It seems that on receipt of the order 
of the appropriate government, the parties were served 
with the notices. However right from the beginning of the 
dispute the petitioner did not turn to the Court. It seems 
that the petitioner has no interest in conducting the case. 
He has not even filed a Statement of Claim though he was 
served in the year 2006 only. No reasons to continue the 
case and adjourn from time to time. The respondent/ 
management appeared and filed its Written Statement. 
Hence the reference is disposed of for the default of the 
petitioner and this no dispute Award lias been issued. 

A, N. YADAV. Presiding Officer 

^ 27 3Prtrt, 2008 

g*r.3n, 2656.—sfoatfror 1947 

(1947 "th 14) 9RT 17 ^ 3t^5RU| TT, K 

1J3. TRtRPl 3tR aw m*J<wd 

3 PlR^i -3#hsnf*I^» fqqi't 'flith 
dfei l P t * aiftPRrei ^ 35/1992) 

y=t>ifi(id t, TOR ^0 Z7-8--U8 SW 

^sn *tr i 

[R W- 22012/377/t990-3tli 3tR<^t -1!) | 
^>hk 'lie, sw Klftrwfl 
New Delhi, the 27th August. 2008 

S.O. 2658.—In pursuance of Section 17 of I he 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 35/1992) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-1 ahour 
Court, Jabalpur, as shown in (he Annexure. in ihc 
Industrial Dispute between the management of WO. and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 27-8-2008, 

|N<>. L-22012/377/I990-1R (C-ll)| 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Du* Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAl^CUMIABOlJR COURT, 
JABALPUR 
NO. CGIT/LC/R/35/92 
PRESIDING Officer; ShriC. M. Singh 
The General Secretary, 

M.P. K,K.M.P.(H.M.S), 

P. O. Junnardeo, 

Disli Chhindwara (M,P.) Workman/!!nic>n 

Versus 

The Manager, 

Nandan Colliery, 

P.O.Nandan, 

Distt. Chhindwara(MP) Management 
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TUr-I GAZFT'F \. GF r INEJIA : Sr.HTFMHF.R 2O,20fifrTHIADRA 29 , l^iO 


AWARD 

Passed on this 13th day of August, 20U8 

I. The Government of India. Ministry of Labour vide 
hsNtutficaiionNtiJ^ I l> f >2 

has referred the foI lowing depute lor adjudication by this 
tribunal l--- 

“Whether the action of the iruiLiii^emcnl of Nuudun 
Colliery No. ] WCK, Kanban Aren, in lenniuaUng the 
servicesof'Shri Ramesh S.'oRhaaigi. DT.R.T.No.248 l 
w r e,f- 6'SMSQ is legal and juMified? Fl'nob En ^vluu 
relief the workman k entitled to'*'" 

2 'I he case of workman Shi j Ramesh/Union in brief 
is as follows. That he was a permanent worker. Ik- bad 
fallen ill at his village and was underlined it a I treatment of 
a village Doctor. i le had in I tinned [lie muriLivcinent by bis 
cd-worker and in writing also After having recovered, he 
wenl in resume his duties but he was handed over a letter 
of d ismissal. That he was dismissed lor no limit vide letter 
dalcd 6-8-89. Thai he was neilbcr cbEirgeshected nor am 
enquiry was conducted against him. Therefore the order of 
dismissal is illegal. It is prayed dial the said order be set 
aside nod workman Shri Ftametli be re hi biased with all hack 
wages arid benefits. 

3. TFic ease of the manage n>eul in brief l* dial lie 
workman was appointed as employee ul'ilie luauagemviu 
on 3 1-10-83. 1 le was a habitual absence without information 
nr sanctioned leave. For remaining liLiscih continuously 
widsout inlbrmalitui and sanctioned ledve. he was issued a 
chargesheet dated l-j-ffi 1 ). An l-ml^li i ry was eomlueicd mio 
the charges levelled auniiisi him legally and properly 
following the principles of runural justice. The-liik|uiry 
Office: i□ hmilied his report with the [Iodines that the 
charges levelled against itie wuTkman me found as proved. 
On the bEisis of die findings submitted by the E■.r l] uiry 
Officer, the Com pete til Author tl\ vide order dated <>-K-8 ( ) 
imposed punishmenl of dismissal Jfom services on the 
workman Shri R antes! t. 

d. My learned predecessor in oik ice .lfier having heard 
the parties and going through die evidence on record, 
recorded his findings on 12-1-FSfr boldine ih^r tiie 
Department a! Lnpuiry is illegal and improper. I he said 
findings of my learned predecessoi in olfice shall form part 
of the award. 

?. My learned predecessor in office lived a dale for 
evidence of the management 

(} r Vide order d at e d 21 - 7 4} 5 1 las'.c-d omlie urdetslieel 
of 111 is reference proceeding, the reference proceeded 
expane again^i tbe workman. 

7. The iTianagcmenL for proving the mi won duel of 
the workman Hied affidavit ofiheit w itness Shri Anil Misfcme 
then posted its Manager in Nandun Mine No ] of Wt'L. 
Kanhnn Area. 

8. 1 have heard Shri A.K.Sbushi, Advocate lor the 
managemtill and perused (he evidence on record 


9, The case of the management is fully e^i-tbli-diLd 
and proved from the nneondmverted and uneiuillenged 
affidavil of lnanagemein's witness Shri Anil Mi.-dn a 
Therefore the reference deserves to be decided iit l':noor 
oi lhe management and aguiu^i ilic w i i rkniao Uri io 11 w i11 1 on; 
any orders as to costs. 

10. In view-of the above. the reference U decided in 
favour of Lhe manage me nl mid ueaiitst the workman Union 
without any orders as to eo^t-i holding ihat ihu aclion of 
lhe m anagtmei;! of N uikL 11 Colliery N u. 1 \VC L. k on h ai i 
A rea* in icrminaling the -wivices l>J Shri kumesh 
S/o bhangt n l> IMT 'I- No MSI w.e.f. ivH-K £ J is legal und 
ju ill fed arid consequently ihe workman is noi entitled to 
any relief. 

1 I. Let ihc topics of the award be sent lo the 
Government a!' India, Ministry ol I nlnmvA. l-mploy mcnl 
as per rules. 

V. M. SJSGII. Treskhngt mUllt 
1^f=TT, H7 iTW. 2CIMK 

^T,Sir r 2659. - sramrpw ^fN^T. i ; M7; 

U) «RI 17 ^ i^lT’TTW, r+, -i\ -V TTT*n Tn.^Tfi, T1V' ! , 

5R>Tfnt -sac -4. -fn. 

iw'y r-iR^ armniw 4 ir^n tttw :imFr-: 

3Tftytt'.»l, H i FTpTT 4? - '■>')! TTT "irTTl-T 1 

N I’lJDN FF 73V-r ;V4l '41 

[ti. 2^n.v:.’H'i i - ll !> ^nj u i | 

•>T^R tff ffTT, T'-* jih-'f.’j'i 
NewJk'Nn. i be !'/ih August. ; j ot)s 

S.O. 265^. In pursuance of Section IT of tlic 
Industrial disputes Acl. 1^17 {N M l L >t7j, Lbe t 'eniT.r. 
Goveniiiicn i iicrcby- pu bl islu:s 11 le un.1 iKcl. \o 15 I ■ im i ' 
tlic Ceol. Cpove. Indus. I ribmi;il -com ■ l.almm ■(\u.ri. 
Jabalpur, ns ^hown Ml tin: \mie\cnc, in [h..; 11 id ns 11;. 11 
Dispute between the employers in re I.ill on in ihe 
management fd SET!L. jiilI their workman, vsliioii w:k 
received by ihc Central tjovcrmnunl on I“-K-:0(ui 

|No I -221)1215^ l L NMk|( -lb| 
A.1AV KUMAkGAtlR. I )esk ( lllieer 
AN\F\i:iii: 

EJIcKOKr Id IK ( KM EUI T ,OV| K\M] NI 
INI>USTRlAL'lltlRU>IAI.-C t ll-i AliGI IU OE IM. 
J:\EfAUTiR 

\(XCf:n7KC.tt/4>^7 

E > rcsiding fOfficer : Sli ri t , M. SinglL 

The General Secretary. 

M FNC.M.S., 

RO : Soulh Jhagrakband Golbery. 

Di.sLL. Surguja^MP) . .Workman i'jiion 

Versus 

The Genera] Manager, 

Fia ik a m hapur A rea o f SI ■ t' E . 

F*0; lfaikimthapur, 

Distt. Surgnja{Ml J ) 


Miirviueukni 





[wi 3{\\)} 


awari> 

Passed on this ]3lh day of August* 2008 

1. The Government of India* Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No.L-22012/15&/95-I.R,<C-II) dated 24-2-97 
has referred the following dispute Tor adjudication by this 
tribunal' 

"Whether the demand of the MPKMS {HMS} for 

regularizing the services qf tub-repairing mazdoors 

of Katkona colliery of StCL is just and legal? IFnot n 

what re lief the concerned workmen are entitled lo?*' 

2, Vide order dated 22-3-05 parsed on the orders heel 
of this reference proceeding, the reference proceeded 
expark against she workmcnflJnion* No statement of claim 
has boon tiled on behalf of workmen/Union, 

j. The case of the management in brief is as follows. 
That the claimants arc not workman in terms of sub-scc(s) 
of Sect ion-2 of the LD,Atl 1947. That the claimants have 
nor disclosed anything with regard to their employment 
with die management which is the basic and primary 
requirement to raise an Industrial Dispute. The Government 
of India, Ministry of Labour has erred in terming the 
claimants as workman. The Government of India has further 
erred by mentioning about the regularisat ion. 
Regularization of services of a person arises only when he 
Is employed after appointment either temporarily nr 
intermittently whereas in the present case, the claimants 
were never employed by the management. The claimants 
were not sponsored by ihe Employment Exchange and as 
such ihey could not seek lo cut down the constitutional 
rights of other persons of employment thiough Employment 
Exchange and selection by ihe management ol'SECL. The 
management of X at kuna colliery has never engaged 
contractor on Tub Repairing at KaLkona Workshop. That 
the contractor workers are not being engaged in the 
prohibited category. That the order of reference doesnot 
reflect the particulars of beneficiaries and therefore no 
adjudication h possible 

4. The management in order to prove thcircase filed 
affidavil of there witness Shri Santosh Kumar Pandey* 
then working as Sr.Personnel Officer in Katkona Sub Area. 

5. ! have heard Shri AX/Shashk Advocate for the 
management. I have very carefully gone through the 
evidence on record, 

6. "The case of ihe management is fully established 
and proved from the unchallenged and unconiroverted 
affidavit of their witness Shri Santosh Kumar Pandey. 
Thcrefore She reference is decided in favour of lhe 
management and againsi the workmen/Uninn without any 
orders as lo costs holding that the demand of MPKMS 
(HMS) for regularizing the services of tub-repairing 
mazdoors of Katkona colliery of 5ECL is neither just nor 
legal and consequently the concerned workmen are iwt 
entitled to any relief. 
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7. Let the copies of the award be sent to the 
Government oflndia. Ministry of Labour & Employment 
as per rules. 

C. M, SINGH, Presiding Officer 
M 27 -STTT^ 200K 

^T.3*T. 2660-^Nrtwl^R 1947 <1947 

t4) fctTCl 17 "4 ^ ’ift, 

m ^ ^ Frnnnfif afe «mWuT ^ 

4 Ui^t aflatRwi ^ 4^ wwk 

ti-btll 137/1998) ^ S444&M 
^Trft t. 5ft nrfjm ^ 27-8-2008 w<\ l^n W l 

r^T, ^-22012/188/1997-^^(^1 ) | 
'3T3TT ^HR niS, jrflW'Rl 
New Delhi, the 27th August, 2008 

SjO. 2660.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act* 1947 (M of 1947), itic Central 
Government hereby publish^ the award (Ref. No. 137/3 998) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribuna l-cum-l Jibour 
Court, Jabalpur, as shown in the Anucxure* in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers ihe in relation 
to the managemeni of Sl-CL, and their workman, which 
was received by the Centra IGovernmcnt on 2 7-8-2008. 

JNn. L-22012/188/1997-1R (C-l [) [ 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURK 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
industrialtrihiiwai^cum-labolrcourl 
jaiialpur 

N0-C(;LT/LC/R/B7/98 
Presiding Officer: Shn C M. Singh 
Branch Secretary, 

Samyukta Khadan Mazdoor Sangh* 

Branch: Banki Colliery, 

Post Banki Mongra, 

Disk. Biluspur (M P) .Workman/lJninn 

Versus 

Dy, Genera I Manager, 

SEiCL Banki Colliery* 

Post: Banki Mongra, 

Di sit : Bi laspur (M P) r ,., . M anagemem 

AWARD 

Passed on this 14th day of Augusl, 2008 

l. The Government of India, Ministry on.abnur vide 
its Notification NoT -220l2/l88/97-JR{C-fl) daicd 
16 ; 17-7-98 has referred the following dispulu for 
ndjudiCintion by this tribunal: 

"Whether tlw demand ofSamyukta Khadan Ma/door 
Sanghu Br Banki Colliery, Distt. Bilasp«i re^yrdiny 
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change of date of birth of Sh Sajan Singh S-u Sli. 

Mittu kLim, Much. titter as 3-5-1943 instead ofl -1 - 

1940 by the (namigcmL-nl ol'SFCL, Ranki Colliers, 

Dull. Bilaspur is just i lied' ? ]f so, to vs h Lit re lie S'i lie 

workman is entitled?" 

2. Vide order dal ed 16-14)7 passed on the orderslteet 
of this reference proceeding tlic reference proceeded 
esparto aga in <sr the wuriiiTiLiii/Unioii. No statement ei'cluim 
ha* been riled on behalf uVworkmanAJriion. 

3l 1 "he c jsc o 1 Lhc manugemen| in b rief is as E'u 1 ]< iws. 
Workman Shri Sajan Sin ill was initially appoiitied os 
General M a Alone w .e.f. 5-3-69 by National Coal 
Dev el up merit Corporation. .IfttX'MI ihe Union raised Die 
issue regard my c nr reel ion oi' date of birth of employee 
concerned After detailed discussion, Implementation 
InsLinuion No. 37 was circulated. According (o il. Die 
procedure was Iblknvetf tor correction and reviewing the 
date of birth of the cs istinu employees. The JmplemcniLtnon 
lnslruction No.37 dated 3-2-19H ] was revised find revised 
modified msiniction was issued generally known lis- 11 No.76 
for del erni inai ion- f veriJ leal ion of the dale of birth in respect 
of existing employee. The NCFX’ used to rnuinlain lhc 
iervke neg isier o t'lhcir empJoyces,'fhe said strvi l e rcc <mi 
boar illy Die thumb impression of workman wherem die 
dateofbirtli Jins been recorded as I -1 -40. In l\>nn-H rcyisier, 
the same date of biilh has been recorded. In the year iofi 1, 
a notice was displayed on Die nor ice board mentioning 
therein Die date of birth of each workman and it was 
specihCLiNy pointed out that any person having obieelion 
may submit liR objection within 90 days. In I lie said notice, 
the dale ofbirth ofthe wtirkinan was also show n;js M - 40 
. buL he did not suhm it any oh jcclion witJiiri stipulated period. 
In lhc year I987 h the excerpts of every employee were 
circulated and they were asked to give object ion if any In 
the saidexeerpt, r he d a i^ of bill 11 of the workman was shown 
as 1-1-40. '['he workman has not submitted any documents 
under II No. 37 & 76 with die management in support ofihe 
claim Dial Siis date ol'biitli is 3-5-M. lie never rtiised 
objection during she cm ire how ice period ngamst ihe date 
of birlh. I tic management has rightly reeoisJed the JliIu of 
birth of workman in various statutory records as I -1 -40. 
The workman has rightly retired from service on attaining 
Hi e age o f su pe ra n 11 out i on t 4 6( I yea i s w. e. t". I -1 -2000 . 

4, The management in order to prove lheir ease filed 
a I'D davit of their witness Shri S. I J . Patmwak, then working 
as Person no 1 Vt a nn ger i n ft an k i Col I iei*y. 

3.1 have heard Shri A. K. Shashi, Advocate learned 
counsel Jor tlie management [ have very careful k gone 
I h rough Dtc eGdcnve on re and. 

6. I'lie cj^e ot the manageistent is fully estLLlDisited 
and proved from Die untoutroverted and unchallenged 
al'llduv it of their witness Slui S.r.PLLlnuyak. Therefore the 
reference k decided in favour of the manage me ill and 
agihnsi the workman l nion without Liny orders lo; to cost;; 
holding (hat the demand ot" Saiityukta K had an Via/door 
Sa ugh {AIT LX.' ). I ir\ ft; i nk t Co I lie ry. Di stT. I \ i laspur reg ardi ng 
change of date or" birth of Sh. Sajan Singh S o Sh.Millu 
Ram, Meeh. Titter lls 3-3 1943 Instead of'1-] -1 940 In the 
managemenl of S! !C I.. Kanki Colliery, f >iMt. Hi laspur i> ikm 


jti'UiHed and conset|uemK the workman H not entitle J tn 
any re lief, 

7, Let the copies of Die Lovard be sent tn the 
Government of India. Ministry o| l.nhourJt. I on ploy men t 
as per rules. 

C.M.SINC1L lVesidingOJ'iicer 
f^TvIT, 27 3JTCT, 

2661. 3Tf^ffTTR, 194^ ( I L H7 

^114)^^17^ >7pTTq n, 

Wwr ^ tV-im+i 

^ argqv R frfiJv i.hvTftR?: RRTK pj 
Mlrffiw wn 61-211(14) 

y^lfttd ^fl JTT T.-itT-' W^f. ^ 21- S 2t>nw -¥."l T 4V4 
^fTX 

[^.1^ 42(1 i 2- I 79-'2fH>3-^ :^TT(m^ II • | 
i^R T^ h arftrAHi 
New DellLi, 1 1ti^ 27th Auensl. 2DUK 
S.O. 266 ft— I n pursuance of Section 17 ofllie 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1447 (14 of 1917k the Cciaml 
Government hereby pulDish^ iheawLird {Ref. No. 61 2D(J Hof 
ihe Central Government hidiistrial 1 ribtmal-aun-l .ahoiir 
{. ’ourt, R hubJncssvLir, li^ sh <um ; in 11ie Arinevui e. ici LIle 
Industrial Dispute between i he m .'i ring emeu l ul Insiituie of 
J^hysics, and tJieir tunkm.in, received h)- Die Central 
Government nn 27-8-2 ON S. 

jNu.l -t:ni2 : l79=2(>n3-ll^CM-llj| 
A J t \\ K t: \1 A R GAt'EC I X'sk O I fieer 
ANNI-;\t.'Ur 

C’KNTKALGOVKkNVIhNI [M)f'STUIAE/E'KIKl TAL¬ 
CUM-1A lK>L'k t CH KT mit.ITVNKSVVAK 
Prcsenl: 

Shri \.K.K r MoUapnti'a. 

Pre^idin^ Officei\ 

C.tL I .J’.-cunt- E fibrin i r Cn 11 r(, 

Bhubaneswar. 

Industrial ITispnlt Case 6T 2(RM 
Date of Passing Award - -Ntli .lul> 3DDK 

HI lAVITN 

Tlic Management the J3ireL-:nr, 

) list i I Lite o f I J hy s i e s, Sue h i \. s I .iy; i M a 
Uhubnneswar, Orissa - "*5 I D0> 

.E>i l 3 iin\ -Mammemcnt. 

i Anil i 

I'heir Workman* Shri tiiyn Kliitilu Salioo, 

Or Gad abiin i k i I o. v i li - k. n i" >r i pi ir. 

Disk Nayagarh. Orissa. 

.2nd ]\i['i>’W Lirkiuan. 

\irr \H\\c\ s 

Shri JagamiLtih Dash, . l-or the 1st D;uT 

A dm in i si rati ve O iTi cer. \ 1 a nage m en r. 

Shri Bijay KumarSahno . . I'orl lnusvllTie ihnl 

ParO-Woi krnaji. 
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AWARD 

Thc Government ofT nd i a in the Minislry of! .abour, 
in exercise of lowers conferred by Clause (d) of sub-section 
(!) and sub-section 2(A) of Section ]0 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 {14 of 1947) have re fared the tol lowing 
depute for adjudication vide their Order No. I .-4201 2- 179/ 
200j/IR(CM-II), dated 8-11-2004. 

''Whether the action of the Management of Institute 
of Physics in terminating the services of Sbri IkK. 
Sahoo, Dish Washer is legal and justified? If not, to 
what relief the workman ts entitled? 71 

2. The facts us narrated by the parties in their Claim 
Statement and Written Statement are that, the Institute of 
Physics (the Management) is an Autonomous Research 
Institute under the Department oT Atomic Energy, 
Government of India engaged in research in theoretical as 
well as experimental physics. The institute offers research 
facilities leading to PHD degree and for this scholar have 
been selected for admission to PHD [>egrwthrough entrance 
selection test. In order no provide lea h snacks and meals to 
its employees the Management was running a non-statutory 
canteen engaging different workers on daily rate basis. It is 
alleged by die woikman that on I - M 994 he was engaged in 
the canteen on daily wa^e basis to clean the utensils (dish 
washer) and for no reason he was refused employment from 
254-2002 ivitlwuEany notice or retrenchment compensation 
as the case may - be. As a result he raised an Industrial Disputes 
culminating the same in the present reference¬ 
s' While challenging ihe averments of the workman 
tt is contended that the Institute of Physics (the 
Manugemen!) is an autonomous research institute under 
the Department of Atomic Energy and it is purely engaged 
in research in theoretical as well as experimental physics. 
Tor the above purposes it has used to offer research 
facilities leading to PHD degree to scholars being selected 
through an enlrance selection test jointly organised by all 
the aided instiiutions of the Department of Atomic Energy 
and that the Management is not like an University as it 
neither confers the PHD Degree nor it is governed by 
University Grants Commission Rules. The institute not 
being a profit making institutions it can no! be called as a 
commercial organization to bring it within the definition of 
^Industry* as defined under ihe Industrial Disputes Act. 
Coming to the engagement of the workman the 
Management fun her contended that to provide tea- snacks 
and meals to its employees without any subsidy ir used to 
run a mm-statutory canteen within it* premises for five 
days in a week and to run such canteen it had engaged 
cooks and other staffs including the workman in question 
on daily wage basis. It used to pay the minimum wages as 
prescribed by the Go vemment and also bonus at the rate 
fixed by the Government of India for dally wag# workers. 
To clean the utensil* as a Dish Washer the workman was 
engaged on 1-1-1994 but he could not be conferred with 
temporal? statu* as per the scheme of 1993. As a result he 
filed a Writ Application before the IWblo High Court 
claiming regularization and thereafter started neglecting in 
his duties. He also went to ihe extent of threatening and 
intimidating the Canteen ln-charge and therefore, the 
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Management being annoyed with his behaviour had to 
disengage him from 254-2002 as a disciplinary measure. 

4. On the basis of ihe pleading of the parties the 
following issues were framed. 

ISSUES 

1, Whether the reference is maintainable? 

2, Whether the Establishment of the Institute of 
Physic i$ an Industry within the meaning of the term? 

3. Wheiher the action of the Management of Institute 
of Physics is justified and proper and legally valid in 
terminating the service ofShri B.K. Suhno, Dish Washer? 

4. If not* in what relief the workman is entitled? 

5 r Besides examining himself the workman has 
examined another person In support of his case. He has 
also hied certain documents in support of his conlinuous 
service. The Management on the odier hand has examined 
a sole witness in support of its case. 

FINDINGS 

fSSUENO. F AND N 

6. These Two issues are taken up together as they are 
interlinked, 

In ins counter it hrs alleged by the Management than 
the said Management is a research institute under the 
Department of Atomic Energy, Government l>T India and 
engaged in research in theoretical as well as experiments! 
physics and that for the above purpose ii offers research 
facilities leading to PHD Degree to Ihe scholars selected 
through entrance examination joint}? organized by all the 
aided institutions of Department of Atomic Energy. It is 
further contended that the Institute is not like an University 
because it neither confers the PHD Degree nor it is governed 
by the University Grant Commission Rules, fry advancing, 
the above the Management further contended that the 
organization in question can not be considered as an 
Industry under the industrial Disputes Act. Section 2(J] of 
the Industrial Disputes Act no doubt excludes any activities 
of the Govern mem reliable to soverign functions of ihe 
Government including all the activities carried on by the 
Departments of the Central Government dealing with 
defence research, ATOMIC ENERGY AND SPACE from 
the definition of Industry. But no evidence worth the name 
lias been adduced by the Management to prove that the 
Institute in question is purely a research institute under 
the Department of Atomic Imergy, Government of India, 
Whilu deposing before the Co urt i ts witness M.W-I simply 
deposed about the engagement of the workman in quest ion 
but 5 nid nothing about the status of the Management. On 
the other hand the counter filed by the Management shows 
that It was once guided by a scheme of 1993 relating to 
conferment of Lemporary status to the casual fabourers. 
His pleadings further shows that since the workman had 
not acquired necessary qualification he could not bt 
conferred with such temporary status under the said 
scheme. In view of the above there is no other go but to 
hold in respect of engagement of casual labourer that the 
establishment of the Management is an Industry w ithin 
the definition of the term under Industrial Disputes Ac| 
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though ol - ijr>L- ii enai uca be so called in re$peu online 
who arc: un^neediu assist in the reswcli woik. Accord inely 
ihesc [wo issues are ;m vac red tifiirnrkitivcly. 

ISSLKNO ftkv IA 

7. Tk’Mdcs ad badly; or-H evidence [Ik- workman his 
produced .ieU’*;jl doemnem-s marked ^ m ^ 3 ifi order 
to <;hnw fhniUi^J ullE worked com3nuous.lv since K 1( JL ail V 
uas refund einpiovnicm un 2^-l--7d02. Jim since Elm 
Management m iis l m muter Las ad mi: led die aforesaid lads 
LI lose doe tone: i! -: r: eed 11 n sepa rote l oris i de ra I i (vi. T'l 1 c j ki I \ 
q UCSl h 10 be e vu i: i i ledi n i Fk abi we pre m i s U' M ic!he y 
ihe Mamii'trnieri- jss jusiiiled in tcr'ininaim^ die serv-icos 
o r lh e work m i m v. 't! i out noli ce ■ rel re) i d h nc n 1 ei ir i ipe n -ai r ai 11 
hi (hiscora^st die k-1an;k:oii!cm Witness No. ! has deposed 

llnU. Juviiiy. Ini leliure ;r= Mjiu-Jter l>I rlu- Car.tuer. ilk 1 
workman repeakdk refused ir»■ dealt L?k-mentis rind pi.ncs 
and ih'if on hi', repon nu the mottei 10 die hidier mahiiriiy 
on iJii L workman chilllonged him on die mad on 

ii3—4-20G' tlireoieiMikv rn lF^i^ away wirb hm liv.:. F L- ako 
wem U) i hs.- e.vjcnl of siniiLi; lJm< he would bias! 11 :l- 
iriMiiininii and do oil other Likmkti) ie^- if l choked I he 
whncvi limber si} > -li:i: mi In; me so linva wiicd b\ the 
workman he had re- re purl a^nin m lhe iiialmi iiv on 
2.M-3[tb3 loib'wiii!: %i-Hii'l■ die woiknitn. was l.:IL-.: upon 
for u roil iron 1 . 1 1 1 or i and ’hen lie was refused employmeiii 
from 2 3-4-A k.A on odniin'islivn'oe mmikls. I Ik- cv al-. nee 
of (Me wln-ss I'nriFier shows tlml while iwriswm: 
employment m die workman Me va:-. not p;..J . 11 iy 
retrench me m compensation (n - any mkaiko rui^t l;.- 
neqilired under -wctin'i 2>-F ; ol She Industrial n^;n:kw Ai. 

ti. Ji k i ho isdiiiiued l-.im- oE'iiie A-hHiai'cmem d::it die 
work nun ^ois ememed a d: i i ] y rated bam\ to in a 

(lotl-smiiELOHr Laineen Jkl.-2 indiendt^ llui hesnlo liie 

workii™ many others weir also eikmiied on daik risk'd 
kiLsts irj diliVk-iil mmo-e of jobs mnl they were J-m ivifie 
paid [he ]kini!izLim '.\^ll;vs :ss inwwii.bed by the Uo^ernioL-sn 
Ji'Oll) UOk 1<f lii'k-. Llkie.- 2(001 ol'llk- l:kii. i!-;i: 

Disputes Aol iei'iiiiiV;i’(nt i0 a workman ha 'AhaiM^icr 
i'lm^oti would am^Liiu lo I'ttrenelinieni r:ot .!'sjeli 
1C ill) inn [if ui o in:nie;is a .ue.isuce urpun^hl.k';i' h> swj y ei' 
distip]LM(];> iietuu) Mie sami 1 w-f?ulu n-ul amoai.i !o 
retrenLhmenk In ?he inskoit cun' il is the eoud^L'ni si.md 
of Hie MjnowL-iijL:n( iIljl beiim omioyed wiii' the iinsiiiy 
beJltilviuLir ol the wurkokm he was L*rnijn;:kJ 
Lidministivrtive ground. !Sut smee by llien ilk \\-oiknmii had 
already ivoi ke;] ^ontinuoLisiy tor more thou 7-1 (J doy. in the 
p re ce e d i n e e a r I Vi c M j n d ^e m e n t should Ol -.-i i ■■■.j % e 
lonnitiiiied hiiu without:e>ojiiriLi to prud.sions of ve : .ioe 
25-1 of the fiKlnsnius l)kpufv\ Acl and as siieh the said 
oelion ol the M.ireieeineni is held So be lmd tmdei Lo 

i ). Com ini’ rn the relief to which the o oil: nun k 
entitled to, ilie ev kieiur of the workman diows tiut Nile 
he was in '■L-rviee he uiVered sv. (LlN on oppi?rii!i:iiy to 
J bee an i n 1 or ^ row ;: >;■ dk pos I o I" I k a Fpor- A but 3 1 e k ol d-,i r i u { 
L'Omeoui sueocssiukind lliat iJiejLoEtoi he had IlLJkiJ >A. 
k'5-lfj 2CHJ0 before die JkuChle CA>urr Ldaimhi:-. kk 
roiilJlari/at : ioii and pL-odiii^ dispika! ut the siOtk 1 he a :s 
lerniiiuled fo■' 11ii en o 1 k' 0It 1 1lit!e Towards 1 Eie M.imiyei 11 e:K. 
L r nder llitso fHejin.-es asel'u! purpose woitld l\ L kr^ed 


itirh an eve ulna lilies neiiiier tfio Mtma^eMLL’nr mu die 
workman can ba\e ■fmoi'ih nidioe. iTieielbrc, if a lnmp- 
MLtn amonru is puiLl lo ilk- wi-rkrun as eoinpensuiiun in 
lieu of his reiiijUilcinerM an a h.iek waocs 'Jte vditiu wc.iild 
perhaps meet the end 1 - it:slice AoeorJinyk ihe 
Mnria^irmcnl isdireeL-e I- 1 pa:- ■> unnpensatioii ofRs. i’iMHKt - 
to the workman in lieu oi'i L 'iiisi;nemenL and back u aecs. 

S fj. Roles eiiee is n■ t e: :<2 eeenrd iue?y. 

N. k. R. \1« )|E,M»A! RA. rrcsidm-dike; 

LLSTOFWI'T.NKSM.^ LA \ >11 M lJ ON IthH M l 
OF Till-: 2 ml LLAK I >-WORKMAN. 

WAV.-I - bflri I.Sijnya ku:i::ii k.iho 
VV.W.-?.- Siiri 1H:ya:iid ii i Mulkipatm. 

LIST OK FKX.TMl-: NTS J.AMI WI I 1.0 ON HI M M A 
OK I Hl : Zinl l h \m AVOHKVT A\. 

ks.t.-1-CupyofiJiesaia: 1 ■■':! a.^k'nieut from 
r I i m 10 4/1W 

I ai.- 2-(\>|>y ofojike o'.i= i - Aka! J"-! I-jWj 

I’M -3-Copy lioiius :■ i.iU:ir l "11 lor :be 

year !■■■., _■ -s. 

H\i'.-(-Ccipy nfeei'L:l'ouk 111 : - i‘ s.l- il.neil rS-H-]0^S 
l'kt.-4-l -L'opy ofeertd'i-./a -c^v i v. e. 1 1 a I e A I 3d l-l v ^S. 
LA(.'4. : 2-Copv of( ebn' : s m ■ : Sl-a iee da led 21-5- looo. 

F At -I M'opv ol'Ceilili. ■:■■ ■< ''ei \ iee^hiied A7i-! lO i>■!^ 
F!vt.->Copy of Spoils t ddoale 
12 m dv(.‘o[W ofleUerM. n: 
l ; \i.-7-(.‘opy ofVltsiL-r R.d' !o I. 

J"\l -7 I -Copy of Miiskr A-> ! ' i^'l! 

I-Al- 7.2-Copy cd'Musii' 1 I kd r . 
l-'.>u .-VVCopy tA Mo.--t :"h k-dl 
Il>,1.-7 '4-L'0]w oI'MlsIl-;- S = =l' mil. 

l Ai.-S-Cupy ofappiieuii.Mi ii..i-..u 1-ib'tL: 

sent lo Hie Ibreeiot. in 11 riu■ of J'liy.bLs F'iiv.ib.ines^^i' 

l Ar.-f^ l-(.'op> nfnpplie.il. ■■ .i -sU-J 27-1 1-2002 
lo (he Drreclor. lostitok ■.•!' kh;-. klmbasiesw.ir. 

!-!vt.-S 2-Copy oflk^a' !<e-eei:’td:iieil27-l Ldm.ij 
E-Al -0-Copy of AdMKkiU- Xud^e Oakd l-b-2'HJ3 
f;\L-l ft-Copy of A?ijiuo! i lk"-s fiuiiiiarnein 
l At -1 H I-Copy ot'Caia -n S -y L - 1 otii Ljantenl. 
list - lO.'2-Copv oI'p!ti' ii:_ c.iid fo Hncii ns inakii 
L'wr.-E I-Copy of ]. D. k-ue- li.ue ; I -I -2CKI^ lotlie 

R S..C;.(C> ! HRSR 

LIST OF WliNJ-.SSrs ON Ml El A l I Ol I All 1ST 
Rvim manac;i-;mi:\t 

MAV'.-I - Shrj Abhiram >:i'iis' 

LIST OF DOCCMI \ I AHimiFM 0\ 1JII LA 1.1 
OK Tin: ls< KAMI Y-M AN AMLMKM 

I'he Cr Knriv-Mim.LL eiaer.: n.is ooi e.vlkhiied .i'iy 
doaiinenis. 








53 ?] 


20 ,2 l C W<> 


['*rnr 1]—• w^. 3(ii)] 

f*C™fr, 2N ‘iTW, 20(JS 

35f.3]T. 2662—<HWlfj|*f5I315 3Tf#RTR, 1947 ( l<W7 
14) *TRl ] 7 ^ ff ob^ici TFT^TR -511'+ 

^ qr f^rraoFT wr +4+u‘f te 
cj3tj ( R FTf^S r^fl'nis, ^ y fs / % ^i!^j i H 

Sjf'JETO T. Wia (7R^ 'ft&ti 2lCV2lJCh6 2 RH 

SR-TrPfK ^Tpri k “it ’Shtpi thjer 2* « 2i)(i« ^t ipi 

!Ti?T «JT i 

■? y 

TH TTjrr -1 201 1,291 "1997-^ 3TTT f^T-])] 

■i], off, 3FT* TTH bTfV-JTFT 

Mew Delhi. ilu? 28ih August, 2t>tl« 

S.O. 2662. — In pursuance ol Section I? o-f" the 
hidu->!rinl Dkpules -VeL, 19-17 (|4 of Mi-17), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award {Ref. N"u, jjfr-' 
2(?(J6) o f JndustMai 'I ribunaI -t uin -\ . abnur i ..'oml I■ m;ilo l lam 
as shown in the Annex are in the Industrial di.ipu lc butweei i 
the management of State Bank of Trn vane ore. and their 
workman, received by the feniral Cm vermin cut on 
2S-S-200ft. 

| No 1.-1201 J.Z^il l ( >9 r -|IUlM)! 
]). K . \1 ANCII AN DA. Seel uni t>Jl k l r 

anm:xi;ri- 

in i’M! c rnIral(;o\i:knmi:\tindi stke al 

TlilHliNAL ChM -LAIiOl/ltCOl-KL 
KRNAKUI AM 

Present: Sliri I*. I . r Nn rberi, FCA„ l.,I^ |t r Presiding 
Officer 


(hr id ay 1 he 2 3 rd day i if M ay 2 OU 8/2 nd .1 j ^ h i a 192 U) 
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Workman 

S Shankar. No. 9, 

Chandra I LI am, AlwarKucichi, 

.1 minclveh Di^ricr. 

Tamil Nadu ■ h7809!. 


By Adv. Sri. A,shok B. Shemw 

Miinugement 

: The Deputy General MariMger, 
Slate Link u 1 1'[ lls ;i nco lc. 
Region I] r Zonal Of lice, 
PunampiUy N'agar. 

Koclu- f^2 03b. 


B v A d v . V l nod C. h lli id ran. 


! fin case coniine up tor hearing on 19-5-2003. Lliis 
TribuiinJ-cuni-Lithour Court on 23-5-2008 passed the 
following, 


AWVRI} 

I'hlF. is a reference made under Section lU(L)fd) of 
Induiiiiai Disputes Ack l he reference is : 

"Whether the action of die management offline [Sank 
ol’ ['ravaiteore [Zonal Office), Cochin in lenninaling 
the sendee* of Slui. S. >iwk-;m Cashier in charge of 
S B T. Ra ikui nur i I i rand i. I d u k k i d islt. id l e I'Ject W \im 
IK-[2-94 is legal and jus u tiedll'nol lu whai relief 
the workman is eimiled.''" 

2. The lacUn nnhecn^e in hricl areas follows: Shri. S 
Sfiatikar joined die se'^iteol State Bank oflVavdiicuie at 
Konn i bran c fi on 2 9- ] 2 - J 9 R4 os C. as h [ei:- <N erk .In 1993 he 
was I ran st erred to Raikumari bran eh. Tor tMiaitilmn'/ed 
absence ho in 3-ft -1 99d isnd Jbr not reporting lor duty within 
St> Jihsas di fee led b> the manage m out t\'w lervics? wns 
turminaieil w e 3 . IS-12- |9 H U. | he wtjrkiiljiicfullengesthe 
terimmatimi on the ground tlnu it is in violation of the 
Bipartite Selllemem. 

3 Actordiiiii m the winker lie had applied tor leave 

nn medical ground wish a meJitid eeiliilciUeon K-12-94 lor 
the period I rum 3-K-I991 to 14-M 995. Bill ihe hank 
d is regai ding the lequesi ror leave issued n mu ice alleging 
ibat i lie w.jrke; vs as i\- unatUhodsedly absent and 

wuho'.iE rtn mil'll ior: w ’.t.. .liniis I he work man was amiNr 
to repi'r' t(.M - lUiljh ;l> he vlll^- not keeping well and w;^ 
tindei treiitmen: lk- imd not iihLinduhecI ihe job. He wljs 
j'ei reridled w ill iot:l cui \ ipcnsLili mi. He is from a poor i'aiiu ly 
ot Sc I tedu k i e i l) e eo ns i in g ol p L Lre l i h h w i (e a i id a eli i Id iis 
depeudan^ 31c is emuled to be re-uisiated with nil 
coiisequenliiil heneJns. 

4 „ AccLM'di ng to ihe [lianageinent Lhe u-in k man w lis m 
habitual ab.semee. I my nnatuln>ri/ed fjbhence he wak 
punished once with -nLoppnge ot'one increment with 
cuiuuhiive eJl'ecl. Or, arioLher occasion for having koiad 
cheques withoui keeping sipl’icicnt balance in the account 
and consequent dishonour of cheques the work mini was 
warned b\ the bunk. In Kajkumnri bmiuli ihe workman 
leiriLimed iihseni \)ii iTittn> days :uitl iasih fnm> i-S-F9 l M 
onwards. He did mu Mibmit : eave oppJiention. lie was 
d tree led to report loi d i ll s immediuk-h ^is per letter dated 
I -1 I -1994. There w ;jmlo iv^ponse I fence .i nni i :e w;is set 
10 him io repon lor within 7u Jll^s killing'which (o 
iieaL him ,is Jill\ ine uduntini \\ ii;tiicd hum wr-v ice. I here 
W!is mi response yek llcme on 2o 12 199 1 an order of 
ici'minution ^vii^. i:oLied a.-, per'. latise P(.j i of 5th Bipartite 
Soulejiietn. 1 l iL lie ^:i:i not I'l'p'Mi h>i July xs. njiiri 4ti days 
)iur oiieced suti^laetory esnl,-n:uioit. Heuw lie was treuied 
as Iiil's iiy. vol nn lardy ivmvd liontsemee. Noeuquiiy is 
re l|ll i i l-l i per e l:mw ) ~i M i. I he woi k niiin is not em illed 
lor i e- msuucmeni or .im^ m iier rei el. 

>. In the lig.ii ilu- .jlniK y. (internitMi>llie Ibllowing 
puin;^ ,irL>e ho Ci'risidcraiioii. 





ITv<; II Si a ._mii'i! 


I til-: (.i.A/Eil [T- OK [KOI A : SIT l I.Mlil K Z0.20(>S:'H]UDRA:^. IMm 


Ml ,iii 1 V w 0 ) k m;m remoined LLb>f lie c l>iii in li ;.j ll ^ K' 

and LLmsudiorisedK Lor 00 days' 1 

2. Is Ik- entiled foi-rcdnstatemcnt or retrencbmcnl 

T_ompk:ii^.;iL iu^n'J 

'['h^j f \ idciieeconsL-Usouhe oral krsti ninny of Wtt- l 
uni] dovumenb-ny. evidence l'i1'1\i?;. W 1 lo IV > secies on 
the side oftbc wmkmmi and VIW l ;m<1 M W2 and F'\^ M 1 
lo VII [ on ilk- side ol iht: management. 

fi. Pmni No. 1: I Fie workman Shri Shankar vrho was a 
cudiier in Raikuni:ii'i h ranch of S 1VT. admittedly b was 
ahseni liom dun >ince 3-K-1 ^>4 According to the bunk he 
vv, .a-. L i li-ibiUL.Ll absentee. lie ivmailed absent continuously 
tdv mi'iv dam l hi d<i\ ^ without imiiruiLion. Hence invoking 
the pnw Lsiun-' ol (hpan ite SeLtkauenr tie was Jreaied to lutv c 
wltmUnih roll red irom ^eMcc. the absence from duty is 
nor iiispLstcd hs die workman. lln\ accord in" ic him ho had 
applied Jnr leave !orIhe period I rom 3-8-1 9^4 in 1 -1 - L - ] 

7 |\i. MVduicd 1-1 l-l ( > £ )4 is the memo issued to the 
workman ask me Inm lo report Imduty within i dtiysol'the 
ivceipi of ihe menm. Therealirr l-.xt.MI notice dated 
1-1-1 t-t^-t was isxiied to ihc workman requiring him lo 
ivpnrl Joi dot} within 30 dm■. of the notice or to niter 
sal i slue I ou L-\p!n! union I l il I m li which he would be deemed 
t l i lime velum.mb re Lin'd horn service on the e.spLiy ol ihe 
period u!'no I ice. \'\w-. was followed by IiM.M 2 order ot 
i cm 111 vti io c d j i ed36-12-1 l M sl at t ng L hat I tie work n un t11 ad 
laded lo report mid op. a*, required in l-u.Vtl and hen lo he 
ons deemed m have voluntarily retired from service on 
IK 12-1001. 

K. I louder. E.\i Wl i> it copy of the leave application 
Jjteda-T-lOO-i sent by die workman to the man a cement. 
The npplkatKin accompanied by L\tAV I tt medical 
ceil i t ] e ai e. 1A!. V' > i - posi 11 1 re e e ipi dal ed &-12- 0-1 o J' h iv in g 
sum l-\j.Wi under veitdtonie of poslme,. lo i!vl.M2 
ivrinsu u.-.s'i m-vr Mn- v. mb man Si ad sent T'\tAV.’ Idler 
/■.-■■■ ■ !o-a ? ■■ h.i.t -.■rplu.v for I cove Idr ihe period lrvm 
;: s i dj.t r 0 T-LJ -t'^-l -=-J-.r!g seuh lnedieut eenil'ie.Lte 
i -,v ; : : j nr'.d M exiuisitm of leave 1'rom 8- L2 -1 ov s | to 
;> i - i/■ i fa !-.\i U 1 along with t'At.UA(aMLiediiiil 
t ei tifiecii.e I le ha'.i ah-' nLL'ii!iojied in L\i \\2 Idler ib:ji n 
■.'.'-.L i v : .'ri 1 .u-.de r ;'0(h ole ol priding. I Ic Fn:<i ^Ko fenu.esscd 
j'-!.- {■■il-mmihi oi jc.oiv up io 14-:-!^03 in v. '. in J 
Mippe.ied i > A da) mcdh:=il cerirtkute. This wa,-: 
h.ii.>wed hv Ml U ! :=.'d V. r ? .n-ric> iepeesentmions u- thv 
7.Laii op'rn Hii eetrvr or the bulk. VI- iO o' a 

co it e s- a ?i > d l l . iv e be to e en 1 wa neh M ru r i K -:i i k : -i e = ;o i 
1 1 ".j r ir b iiilI 11 f : : .ktim ■ (>| J i' T e 1 the biink d:ilefl I T-: ^1 4 

,\,i:u:::ij;aque]y die ree.iosnn ofllcuA I'he 1’ranch Vhm-m Li¬ 
re polled b'r h\LMiOth.ii - Me bn neb iiod not receive n a>p. 
iea\e applital ion fn-Mi ibe workman .dnee 
VSd ( >p l :i nd him the workman !md not reported I'urdou 
lilt ] 7- L 2-100 \ MWMhtfihen Prnneh Manager of HaiL in iaii 
h ranch si ale d dnt'ine truss esamnunion tb;ii be bad ivnt 


T\t-M-10 reply to Keidorajl rd'i'-eer about KAi.U I leioe 
application claimed to haw Iwn seal by the worker and 
^ibotil wh icb Ihe Rejii oi ia 111 r 1 i ce h a A e i k jt i ire< I M VV ! tid m i i s 
tbn lli the bank is having I -eov e Keg i:-ter and Inward Kegisier. 
The leave Register witl dio-A die bsn e applied. s.mctsoueJ 
or rejected and tlie Lnw.iid l^e.isier a mi Id '■how ihe 
comnniiniculioiis rceei^ed in l!ie bai:k (VfU I pa Lies I j V 
14 k Liut they ore nnl pmdueM 

9. The question k ■asediei ihe Le.ne aj^plicutiun 
1'M.Wl dated 8-12-0-1 w.v, eccised b} the bank nr nut. Ike 
period of 30 days of noiiie i"q:nes by I 1-12-1401 IM.W I 
leave application is Jaled l I 2- M4-1. 1 1 ihe opplicaiii>o wos 
received b> the bank n wasw itl-.in : uvsl-. 1-MAV2 is the pod.d 
receipt l‘t>r having sei:i W'c jl\oc oppliciLLii'ii undei' 
cerLibeale oi posting In :.w :'ui inaU.Mmse U sbm Al Ikwc 
r-e^tebed Lbc addressee I i 1 ;: ti= 1 'irued eoumel tor the 
manage men i argued tool a rl.' ■ I jli\ e application wu 1 * 
sent hv registered post win ackrow k dj.eincni due it lllliiku 
be pre s u i ned 1 h at d i e j i « a i \ .c_ ■: i ' i c i :t bad re e e i v oi \ i w e p os I a . 
article, tlie argmuem is noi ajW.jliriL. A posLal ankle >cui 
L L i tiler by rcgislercd .e - nader term'-cate oJ | ms line i> 
sufileieilt proof of bavmv '.anl il lo the uddiv^ee As per 
Section I 14 ^iJ' tliL- Indiai’ f eideoce rVoI the eomi can 
presLimc tliat the eo!inu"-i .s-u-se o:-'bihmcss has lve:i 
followed in panic lj1;m e\e-mn Since the umkirkm lud 
pi txlueed tlic postal reee - pi o:' bavnu; sent ihe oil ic!e under 
ccilincate of posting it K w\ ihe m.LruLgenvui lo?'cbtii ihe 
presumption lie id prove lU.ii il w-is nol reeL'Lwd bv die 
bank, fbe best piece ot evidence would bini' been tiie 
I[lward Register [tnd the t ie-._- Regislvr I lowenevdAn are 
riot lie fore the coliil Jhe workmun l?v I stA\ ' dated 
I 3-i-lf?^ had i e-ilerjicd !■ iano lhal I:e \v id apphed !or 
leave with medical ee:t:liL\ifi' on R-l.TKukl ar.d tue 
application u-ns ^eni uru;m cci Mlu ;:U: vd no^i-ig S J iil lbc 
h ;S nk d id not Lb ink it; as' •v r i ■ ■ : to J 11 cc Ihe 11 1 w a rd b eg ^1 v i' 
and the heave Keuisler. Hci^r hasiwhc presomed ir. ihe 
light of UxiAV'2 post at :eseip1 1a.Lt Ihe leave anpliLiLiim-. 
veas submitted on time. 


10 The order el u 
l'h\t.M2') was sent on Tu. 
I ^ ipa l1 it c Sett lei 1 1 eu t d . ll e.! 
I3ipar(hri Sctilcmern. IK 

hL VMieoan emphw 
periud ofW "riimree!!. - 
a Liv an p H c ah on tor !e r. 
leuvr! so ids c lC'J i ■ orb-y ■ 

or' e 11 iU 1 i y v'm bsc lhi e nt ■ > 
evident tiiat lie It^s U 1 h : . 


: a - .imildak\i 'f?-1 2-1'7' J 4 
.-.livr.iMi of para 1 of mb 

■ 1 0S l h 1- vi M-! I i-^ T.-j 3th 

■ : :. !,!■■ him e!!'!Vc;^ w oi V :hr a 

■- -I.W'h w :Uhm=i suomitling 
!■: ■ , ^ L e';>i■:■ w-lho.H -.IUS 

.. _■ r -■ ; k J. h e :." m \ : I - L'. i Ti e d 

■.-. ...; d.c h = : ■■. .i ruiii:-i.-L'toiy 
iOL-.. i:i !: d's or w\\j\) 


ihe nuimu'cmcnt i- o--i- 1 -. ..m-iu'd dim kv l=.i-. iv 
iutenthm oi'jdirim- duw.. ■ = ■^. uo.Vai-ei.i M'.n .r. aiw 
time the realtor give a .. w e c ihe ■:nip!iiy. , e at 'm- Iasi 
known tLddreii cullmj ;■ j:.!■■.■ "i» mom? b'L 1 dots witlnu 
30 duvs of the dale oi r !n‘ iouee statioi 1 . II'. ter alia the 
grounds lor cmuniL 1 . to '.I I' vvinehiMon lh.it tlie ciupli'We 
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has no intern ion of joining duties and furnishing necessary 
evidence, where available. Unless Lbe employee report? 
for duty within 30 days of die notice or given an explanation 
lor his a lisente within the said period of 30 days satisfying 
the management that lie has not taken up another 
employment or avocation and that he has no intention of 
not joining duties* ihc employee will he deemed to have 
vol uitlari Iy ret i red from th e ban k 1 s scrv icc on the ex pi ry o I' 
the said notice. In ihc event of the employee submitting a 
satisfactory reply, he shall be permitted to report for duty 
t herea ft er with i n j 0 days fro m l he date for the ex pi ry o f the 
aforesaid notice without prejudice to the bank's right to 
take any action under the law or rules of service". 

Since leave application wds already *ubmiitcd it was 
noL proper for the bank 1o invoke para 17. Moreover it is 
submitted by the learned counsel for the workman Eton il 
wai necessary for the managrmenl to have staled in Lxt.M2 
termination order the reason or basis for having cotne co 
the conclusion I hat the employee had no intention to join 
duiy. 'll is argued by the learned counsel I hat since no 
enquiry is contemplated under para-1 1{ a) the employee 
has no chance of explaining his position or prove his 
innocence and hence Ihc provision should be strictly 
construed. What is stated in Ext.Ml notice and M2 order Is 
that the workman is deemed to have voluntarily retired. 
Whereas a nonce under para 17(a) is required to contain y 
Miuemtrnl lhul lhe worker has no intention to join duty and 
how Lite management has drawn such n conclusion Since 
Lite workman had applied tor leave there w-a* no occasion 
Ibr invoking para 17 of [lie Bipartite Settlement and issuing 
either a notice or an order of termination. The fact dial the 
past record of the workman is not without blemish is no 
reason to bypass the provision of Bipartite Settlement. 
Hence Ihc order of termination is unsustainable, 

I I . Point No.2 : Since the termination of service is 
illegal ii follow* that the workman is entitled for 
reinstatement wsili back wages and continuity of service. 

In lIvj result an award is passed finding thill I be 
action of (he management in lermiriaiiing the service of 
Sri S Shankar w.e.f. IE-12-1 9 L )4 is illegal and unjustified 
and he is entitled to be re in Moled with continuity of set vice, 
back wages and other consequential benefits. 

The award will come into force one month a Pier sis 
pub I kiition in t he () IT! ciu \ G a/el I e. 

Dieted to the E'crsonal Assisianl, transcribed and 
lyped by her, corrected and passed by me on I Ins the 23 rd 
day of May, 20(}ft. 

P I NORBE -R1\ Presiding Officer 

Appendix 

Witness fur workman 

WW1- 22-12-2002 Shri S Shankar. 


Witness for Management 


MWl- 

17-2-2004 

Shri VJ.Aturaham. 

m m- 

17-2-2004 

Shri N. Ranjesh. 

Kvhibtls for 1 he workman 


Wl- 

8-12-94 

Photostat copy of leave 
application submitted by 
Workman. 

Wiw- 

4-12-94 

Pholostat ct>py of Medical 
Certificate. 

W2- 


Receipl issued by the RomllI 
authorities tor one cover sem 
under ceilil’icatc of posting. 

W 3- 

13-1-95 

Copy of leave application 
submitted by workman. 

W3(u> 

842-94 

Photostat copy of Medical 
Certificate. 

W3(bV 

13-J-95 

E^inlostai copy of Medical 
Certificate. 

W4- 

9-3-95 

Pholoslal cop; of 

rcprescmaiion submitted by 
workman. 

VV4(a>- 


Postal receipt. 

WS series (6 nos.) 

PliOlOslat copy. ^^l' 

representations submjucd by 
the workman. 

Exhibits fort tic Management 

Ml' 

■ 14-j W 

Copy of letter No. R.M.IIT' 

1 J.GjG issued by the Brum eh 
Manager to the workimm. 

M2- 

26-12-94 

Copy of'inemo. No. R M.IIB 

S t-T.fl'- 1 S2 issued by the 
Appointing Authority lo the 
workman. 

M3- 

7-2-95 

Tennination Idler issued b\ 
Ihe Dy. tiencrnl Manager (E) 
lo the workman. 

MjfaV 


Postal Acknowledgement 
Card. 

Ml- 

23-2-94 

t"opy o 1 inemo No K M-11 
KKM-'DPS 179 issued lo Lite 
workman. 

Mv 


Allenif inee Register. 

M6- 

13-7-94 

1 .eiler .sent by workman (o llie 
Regional Manager 11(1-4. 
State Bank of ITunvaueori: 
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has prayed for disposal of the nuttier by posing a lL No 
D ispute Award, this Tribunal bus no other alternative but 
to dispose nf the present reference by passing a ’-"No 
Dispute" Award. A '"No Dispute" Award is according 
pissed the reference is disposed of 

C. R MISHKA. Presiding Officer 

Dated : Kolkala 

The t Re h August. 2U08. 

2tt OTTO. 2<f()5 

^SF,OT, 2664.—1047 ( 194" 
<4} >TO 17 ^ 3TJOT7F tf, TOFTT ^ 

^TjdOTT fH ^ TT^-JiTT ^ Tl ji OTT d i=h : 4v^T>K[ 

dNr, H Ml<'^ -Mr^JlPW f^TK ^ 'TOFT 

otsttW ■srfrrwn ^ rrm? (*prtf ot^t 16/2006 > ^tt 
31^rf^ f. y -m 2K-K-0S ^FTlFra -gOT 

R I 

[ R T^T-12012/207 ^ 005-OT^ SIR (eft H ] 
^ TRm^J. OTJWT -JT^raRl 

N e w Del h h the 2 ftth A ugust, 2CK)S 

N.O. 2664,—In pursuance of Section I 7 ni' the 
Industrial [5 is pules Act. 1947 tM of 1947). the C'cmiul 
Government hereby pub hi lies the award {Ref. No. I 0 2006) 
of the Central (jLivernmcni Industrial Tribuitai-u uni -Labour 
Court Chennai, as shown in die An next! re in the Industrial 
dispute between the management of I nd Bunk Housing 
Ltd., and their workman, received by the Central 
Government on 

2S-OS-2QO& 

fN'o.l r -l20)2:C07/2WSIKfFl-l)| 
B. K. MANCHANDA. Section Officer 

ANNFXURE 

BEFORE Tl i ECEMTRAI , GOVEUNM EM' I IN DUSIHIA L 
TR J BUM A L-CU M - LABOL R OOll RTCl fFNNAl 

Friday, rhe 2Bth September, 2007 

Present: K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Depute [No, I6/ZIW6 

{In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(dj of siih-secEion fl)and sub-sect ion 2{A) of Section 10 
ofthe Industrial Dispute* Act, 194 7( 14 of 3 S>4 71. between 
ihe Management of Ind Bank Housing Limited and their 
Workmen) 

BEHVFFV 

1st Party/Pclilioner 
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Is 

] The ManagLT l 2nd Party Respondenl 

Ind bank! Uiusing Liiniied 
Mo. I lh. Dr Radhukrislinan 
Sabi. Chennai-600004 

2. (he Manager 

[nd Rank E fcutting Limited 
\o. 6fi. Raj up Salai. 

Chen]iai-6{M)004 

APPFABAMCF 

For the Pcrnioner : XT's. K.M. Ramcsli 

for 1 !i e M anag erne n t : M's 1C S l i b r li 1 11 n a 11 v a m A: 

Associate? Adim-alus 

AWARD 

T1 1 e C u m ra I (i ove rn mci 11 . Minis riy o f 1. obi m jv v i de its 
Order No |.-l2fjr2:’2f)7--2fK)5-]RfR-lj"d:iicd 23-01-2006 
referred lhe following Industrial Dispute lo iFiis IV i burnt I 
toi ad] li dicat to n. 

I'fit it bed Lite mentioned iri lliat order N: 

'' W3i et I icr t he at't ion o f i Ei e M an apem en L o l' 1 uj R; 11 if 

Homing l.imiied in dNpensing Lei(h lhe'■ers ice'; nl 

Sr* L. .layakLrmur, I !\-S weeper Peon N lee.al and 

j ljs L i M u d 1 ^ If non so what fdid'tlje v. utkmon isenlulal 

uvr 

2. Alter the reecipl of the Industrial Dispute*, thi* 
Tribunal ha* numbered n as [J> JFCOObanU i*>ued notices 
1b both ‘ude*. E'^oth sides cmered appearance through their 
Advocates and filed llieir Cl.iim Stalcmenl and Coumcr 
Stuicincnt respeet ivc ly. 

7. 7 liv allegations in the Claim Suuemem arc hrie Ily¬ 
as tcjl s : 

The petitioner was elignged in the service t)f the 
Respondent Rank as a Sweeper'PcDn with cfleet Jrmn 
2fi-d3-l9 ( >] as'ffTpptmiiy Sub-Siaf'f I'hc Kespmidenl hank 
is a subsidiary company of hmji^M hunk owned and 
root ro I led hy [ J n ion o f 11 id i p. T he sa id It a nk was const i Luted 
ibr the purpose of housing loans id lhe people. I 'll e 
pel n icmci was doing i lie work of sweep big the prein iscs t 
cleaning the furniture etc. and 4 Iso replacing ihv ^atcr 
mid other things. While so. all of a sudden wnhunt :m\ 
rlw mu or reason the Respondent turminuied the service 
of [lie pel in nner on 304)4-2004. The Respondent has 
not given any mu ice of term i nation imr compensation. 
The petiliiHier came U> know tha( the Respondent hiLs 
created certain documents as if the pelitionei was 
tmplnycd tlimugh Contractor, lhe alleged coni met is 
iihuiTi and nominal and it is mulling but a make belief 
affair. The petitioner was d[reedy engaged by the 
Respondent and lie ua* under the control of the 
Respondent alone. There I ore, the pet il inner raised a dispute 
before the labour aulborities and fitter its failure td' 
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conciliation lbs GovernnKiil lias referred the di spine to 
(his Tribunal for ndjudicalinu. Hence, tliir petitioner pruj h 
that an award may be passed to reinstate him in service 
with con sequent in I relief. 

4. Ai against lhe Respondent in liis CmmiLT 
Statement contended that Hie petitioner N not an emplowc 
under the Respondent as there is; no reiaiLOii.ship of 
employer-employee. The petitioner has no loo us-standi to 
maintain this dispute Tins Respondent has run mode any 
appo I lunienl for c orry i ng <>u t wveep in tCc I eon i n g j obs. J his 
Respondent has not employed the pelitioncr either or n 
contractor or a* ;jn employee. Since, there is no relationship 
of" employer and employee, the question of euher 
retrenching nr compliance ofSuetion-21il T ) does noi iirise 
Due to persistent tos>ei h this Respondent h;is lo retrench 
26 permanent employees m Ihe cadre of Asm so mis <md 
the Respon d c in is presen t k on 1 ii e ve ry.e o j c I os ore lien c e . 
he prays di;it ihis It!) niiLy be dismissed s%.nil costs. 

?. LI rider ihu tircunisiynees, ihe points for 
determ inaiion are: 

(tl Whether ihe ad ion of the Respondent 
Management in dispensing uiili the serUi.es 
of the pci itioner is legal and justified : 

<2) Tu s'sh^jt relic! the peiilioncr is entitled u-' 1 

Point N». 1 A 2 

6. A( the time of enquiry, the petitioner urn! ihe 
Respondent filed a joint memo stating thai ihe dispute has 
been settled after the petitioner has received a sum oi' 
Rs. 55 .(!□■(>■'- jic com pen nation in lieu of reisisiniemuoi in 
service and oilier alien dam bene ills a: id also prated rhai 
an award may be passed run i riling the joint ire i no.is set: led 
out of Court. 

7. In view of the joini memo filed bv luuh skh> I lind 
an award l,<, in be passed m term?, of joint memo l In- n > is 
dismissed in terms ol'ihe :oml memo. the |uint memo k 
pan of the award. 

H. Thus the reference is arwuerud ^coidiimk. 
(Dictated lo the R.A.. transcribed .mil typed by him. 
corrected and ptviuuJMced In me in the open emu i on this 
day the 2 8th S u pt c. mhe r. 7 r K i 7 j 

K. fAYA RAMAN. he-TbiW Yileer 
TT tT^TT, Is dOOS 

W.OT. 2bfi>.-—' ■: I-IJV 

M ) TF 4 ^J.i I Jl . ^7. TT 

WP1\ T> TFTTR T: T^tTT r H r l! d T v STR TTT TiTTJd' * T' ^ . 

335**1 h ffh?. :.tt;i in t Thm tttw ^hi-jiTt. 

w. T^TR (~V,*' 4^1 1)9 : 21 Jt ) *1 df.mTT 

t.^fi ^pr ^ h- os cfd na-i ^ir -^i : 

ITt. T7s*. I2(H2. 172;:o()0-A^>R ' 

TT. qt. TPR1, 


New Delhi. Ilie 28th August. 201)8 

fi.O. 2665.--In pursuance of Seciinn 17 of tiie 
Industrial Dispute Act, l l U7 {Id of 19-17), the C'crural 
Government hereby pnblishes the award fRcf. No 09 70(JH) 
of theCcnlral Govenummt Industrial Tnbiiruil-cLMn-l.,Lhour 
Court—Emakidtim as shown in the Amiexure. in die 
industrial dispute he tween the munagemeni of Stale Dank 
of India, and iheir uoifniLn, which was received by the 
Central Government on 28-fiS-200Ji. 

|No. I ■l2i)12-47:.20fN)-lkfJMi| 

\\ K VtANL.'l IAN I ).A. Section Chllccr 

ANNT.\|IRF. 

IN TlfK CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INIHiSTUI-Vl 
TRlIitNAl.-CUM-LMWH R C OI RT, TRNAkULAM 

Present! Sliri. 1M .. Nnrlvrt, EVA.,! . 1 .. IV. Rresid me Oi tu ei 
(W ednesday the 21 m d:s>- 1 . f M o> 2 DO K 71 st V ufeik h 11 b^ () i 

uv mum 

(I.D J5 /20dt of iLidt-strud lj ibunok Akipp'.i/iim 

Woi'kni an k S; i s i 1 1 hnra n. I h ad i i ij urek s iy Lid i. 

railalmram, Tliuka/hi l J .(.>.. 
\'.ip[’.u/ha 1 Jistriet 

R - \y[\. S:i. A. J;is;is.inker. 

ManngeiiLCiil I lie Depnt\ (k-neral Munu_um\ 

Nh.le Rank uf India, Zonal t >l lice. 
I MS Compound. I hirtmunan- 
tiupuruiLi. 

I3v A-.b Sii.PV SuietKlmnaih 

Tbisciisc condnu ap foi hen Any on 1 l )-D^-2D(>S. tins 
Tribunal-cum-Labum' C.mm i om 21-Ds-jOUK p.|^^L■d the 
fbl lowing. 

AWARD 

I'liis is a teleromv nmde tinder Section bit I udj of 
lnduslrljl Disputes Acl. Cm reiL-ivuev : 

■’Whelher the nuikir. ofuie mLinageiiieul ul‘State lV-.nk 
[i f 1 ndla, ' I rsvat id rui i i i : i : e I. \ L k m n > n‘ 1 1 in t\ a 11 : 1 1 L i : ii iel i 
in terminal iii£ i he -nUivlLe-. nfSbri k. SLisidliaiLri. 
Tcnipuniry Muvwivje' from A pill. Ob? N instilled" 
SI" not. to what relief Lhe work mini is entitled to' 1 " 

2. fhe Ihcls of tin- cii.-.x ai hnefare us ?i>l low ■- 
Shri K. 5sri^idliAr;in joisii-il ihe -^-.i vice of Slate lVink or Indio 
its Temporary Mcssengm n- .l-.ily 1982. Ik worked .w sn L h 
Mil CM-0J-1997. He wa-. icrmdialed from .wiviue on 
.11-03-1^07. According a- the wiukm;in he h.al put m 
Ci>n( inuous service oi moi e i li.n i74 Jih s in u -j ear. Ml- w a> 
sponsnred by 1:nip )0'_- \ \ iei i l I'soh:j;i ■:c He hnd :ip; val'e\I Il n 
tlie setcLlbm conducted by I he bank and lie was i Linked 
I 06th. Ifowcver Ihe ban-, dul r.nl absorb him despite ihe 









[WTN—TST^ 3{ii)] 


WWTTTO 20,2008/^ 29, 1930 


5377 


fact that there were 223 vacancies of Temporary 
Messengers. He was terminated from service without notice 
or compensation. He is Liable to be re-instated w.e.f. 
01-04*1997. 

3. According to the management the union of the 
workman had filed another 1 1 JO. as l00/2000 in Industrial 
Tribunal, Kollam wherein the present workman was 
amongst 84 similar workers whose cause was espoused by 
the union. Since ihe same issue is raised by the workman in 
the present case it is barred by principles of res-judicata. 
Due to urgent needs in several branches of the bank 
Temporary Messengers had to be engaged in leave 
vacancies, but purely on temporary basis. However they 
were demanding regular employment through their union. 
There was conciliation between management and the union 
and settlements were arrived from 1987 onwards on the 
issue. The Iasi of such settlements was on 30-07-1996, as 
per which the panel of Temporary Messengers and 
Temporary Employees were kept alive only up to 
31-03-1997. Though 223 candidates were selected and 
ranked in the list the sanctioned posts were only 214 As 
per government direction out of the sanctioned posts, 25% 
have lo be taken from among general attendance. The 
remaining posts alone coutd be filled up from the panel 
Before the turn of workman reached all the vacancies were 
fdled up by candidates in higher ranks. After 31-03-1997 
the list had lapsed and hence the workman was noteligihle 
for absorption. 

4. In the light of the above contentions the only 
point that arises for consideration is ; 

Is the termination legal ? 

The evidence consists of the oral testimony ofWW I 
and documentary evidence of Exts-Wl series and W2 on 
the side of the workman and MW 1 and Exts.Ml to MS on 
the side of the management, 

5. The Point :— It is an admitted fact lhal the 
workman Sri K. Sasidharan worked as Temporary Messenger 
from July 1992 to 31-03-1997. It is also an admitted fact that 
in (he panel seleclcd for absorption his rank was 196th. In 
the panel iheru were 223 candidates. The sanctioned posts 
were 214. The bone of contention of the workman is that 
the management had earmarked 25 % of (he posts for the 
full time general attendance, which is not in terms of the 
Bipartite Settlement. As per the settlement all the vacant 
posts of Temporary Messengers are to be filled up oul of 
the select list. But according to the management out of 214 
sanctioned posts as per the government order 25% had to 
be earmarked for to! krime General Attendants like 5wee|jtrs, 
Earashcs, Chowkidars etc. Again 4 posts were to be 
reserved for Scheduled Tribes and 2 posts for physically 
Handicapped persons. Thus only 154 posts wtre available 


to he filled out ofthe select list. When appointment orders 
were issued some did not turn up to join. Therefore persons 
next In rank were offered appointment. Thus appointment 
orders were issued up to 169lh rank. The rank of workman 
was 196. Therefore he was not eligible to get appointment 
as regular messenger till 31 -03-1997. The direction of the 
government, i.e. a Department of Personnel & A.R.O.M.No. 
42015/3/75-Estt.(C) Dated the 16th January 1976 is 
produced. Based on this a circular was issued by the bank 
dated 27-09-1990 which is also produced. As per Ext,M7 
settlement dated 30-07-1996 the panel of temporary 
employees and daily wage employees had to be kept alive 
only up to March 1997 forth? purpose of filling up vacancies 
that arose up to 31-12-1994, and after 3 E03-I997 the list 
had to lapse. The management bank being a nationalized 
bank they are bound to follow the instructions of the 
government. Jn pursuance ro the government order a 
circular was also issued by the bank. Accordingly 25% of 
the vacancies were set apart to general attendance. There 
is no dispute that 4 posts of Schedule Tribe and 2 posts of 
Physically Handicapped persona were also to be reserved. 
Remaining vacancies were only 154. The rank of worker 
was 196. Naturally he cannot get an appointment. Hie bank 
has not violated the terms of settlement, Ext.MT or prior 
settlements Exts. M2 to M6. 

6, Though the worker has a case that he has put in 
more than 240 days' continuous service in a year and hence 
is eligible for retrenchment notice and compensation, no 
attempts were made to substantiate the contention or 
continuous service of240 days. The burden to prove it lies 
on the workman us rightly pointed out by the learned 
counsel for the management who referred to the decision 
of Hon'ble Supreme Court in Manager Reserve Bank of 
India v.t. Mam (2005} 5 S.C.C r 1 00 to support his contention. 
Since the workman has failed to discharge the burden he is 
not eligible to the benefits under Section 25F uflTiduairi.il 
Disputes Act. 

Therefore I hold that the termination of service ift 
legal and the bank has not violated the terms of Bipartite H 
Settlements or any provisions of law. 

In the result an award is passed finding that the 
action of the management in terminating the service of 
Sri K. Sasidharan, Temporary Messenger is legal and 
justified and he is not entitled for any relief. 

The award will come into force one month after its 
publication in the official gazette. 

Dialled io the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 21 st 
day of May, 2008. 

P. L. NORBERT p Presiding Officer 
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